
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4070 May 1, 2001 
Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:31 p.m., 

recessed until 2:16 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. INHOFE). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, acting in my capacity as a Sen-
ator from Oklahoma, suggests the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

BETTER EDUCATION FOR STU-
DENTS AND TEACHERS ACT—MO-
TION TO PROCEED—Continued 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
have been listening to the debate on 
education reform for the last few days. 
I think it is interesting we are talking 
about two different things. I hear Sen-
ator WELLSTONE and Senator KENNEDY 
talk about money. Everything is about 
money. We are absolutely convinced if 
we don’t have reform of our public edu-
cation system, throwing the rest of the 
Federal budget at it will not work. We 
will not see improvements if we don’t 
reform the underlying system. 

Our public education system is fail-
ing. It is failing because there is such a 
variation of standards. Some of our 
public schools are terrific, but they are 
not all terrific. Some are even abys-
mal. That is not the standard of qual-
ity for public education we should 
stand for in this country. We are trying 
to reform the system so there will be a 
standard under which any child in this 
country who is educated in our public 
schools will be a child who can reach 
his or her full potential so that no 
child will be left behind. We are trying 
to set a minimum standard that every 
child must meet or, if the child doesn’t, 
that we will give that child help. 

We have seen the high school dropout 
rates. They are alarming in some areas 
of our country. What is interesting, 
when we go to the root of the problem 
and we talk to these young people who 
have dropped out of high school in de-
spair, there is a basic reason. The basic 
reason is they can’t read. 

Why not go down to the third grade 
and catch these young people who are 
having problems reading and give them 
a chance to have the full ability to ab-
sorb the education they are receiving? 
If we shuffle them from one grade to 
the next grade to the next grade, a so-
cial promotion, and they still can’t 
read in the 10th grade, who is surprised 
that the children are frustrated? They 
are sitting in classes, trying to learn 
algebra, math, science, history, and ge-
ography, and they don’t have third 
grade reading skills. Of course they are 
going to be frustrated. 

What we are proposing is an account-
ability, a standard, that says every 
child will be tested in the third grade. 
If that child isn’t reading at grade level 

in the third grade, we are going to hold 
them back. We are going to give them 
tutors. We are going to give them the 
tools they need to be able to partici-
pate in their education and in this 
country the future. 

That is what reform is. Reform is not 
just throwing more money at the prob-
lem. Reform is getting parents in-
volved, in getting teachers, in getting 
principals involved, in letting the local 
school districts make the decisions 
about what will be the best for the in-
dividual children in that district. That 
is what reform is. It is not throwing 
money at it and having regulations 
coming out of Washington, DC. 

We are trying to set a standard by 
which every child in this country will 
be able to read at grade level in the 
third grade. I think we are going to see 
the test scores soar across our country 
if we can get over the hurdle of talking 
just about money and start talking 
about reform. 

Reform includes accountability. A 
lot of people wring their hands and 
talk about tests: We don’t want tests; 
we don’t want too many artificial 
tests; we don’t want teachers teaching 
to the tests. If we are testing for the 
basic skills, why wouldn’t we teach to 
the test and improve what the children 
are learning? If we teach to the test 
and the test is fundamental reading, 
fundamental math, fundamental 
science, fundamental history, then we 
need to have a standard by which to 
judge what is happening in our schools. 

Another reform is reporting, making 
sure that parents have the tools and 
the information to make the best deci-
sions for their children. In fact, if a 
parent doesn’t know how the school is 
doing and how the children in the 
school are doing, how can they know 
their children are getting the best op-
portunity that is available? 

In my State, we have a report card. 
It is called the Just For Kids Program. 
The test scores of every elementary 
and junior high school—and we are 
going now through the high schools—in 
Texas will have a report card that 
shows the test scores and how the test 
scores have grown in that particular 
school. If that school is compared to 
other schools in the same socio-
economic, demographic area and that 
school does not compare well, the par-
ents then have the information and the 
parents will be able to say to the prin-
cipal, wait a minute, why is this school 
not performing? We want to give par-
ents the ability to question. We think 
by questioning, we can see improve-
ments. 

We are talking about reform, not 
money. We are talking about doing 
things a different way. We are talking 
about reading at grade level in the 
third grade so in the eighth grade the 
child will have the chance to learn the 
higher math, the history, the algebra. 
We are talking about accountability 
testing, to see if the children are keep-
ing up, to see if we can go to the heart 
of the problem, if there is one, and fix 

it while we still have a chance, before 
the young person has, in utter frustra-
tion, dropped out of high school. We 
get them at the lower level and we give 
them the chance to compete. 

We also have report cards. We have 
report cards so parents will be armed 
with knowledge. Parents can go to the 
principal and say, why isn’t this school 
performing? That is the most powerful 
force we can possibly have. If there is a 
coverup, if there is no test, if there is 
nothing by which the parents can judge 
the performance, of course, everyone is 
going to be silent and we will have con-
tinued failure. 

These are the elements of reform 
that will make a difference in the sys-
tem. This is what we are talking about 
when we talk about doing things in a 
different way in our country. We are 
not talking about just throwing more 
money at it, although the President’s 
plan does increase education spending 
by over 11 percent, the largest increase 
of any part of his budget. 

Yes, we are going to spend more 
money but we are going to make sure 
that the money goes directly to the 
school districts with standards that we 
would ask them to meet. We would ask 
them to meet those standards in their 
own way, not in some federally man-
dated way that might not be right for 
the children in those particular school 
districts. 

I am very pleased that we are finally 
on this bill, and I hope we are going to 
come out with something that will 
show the parents of this country that 
there really is hope; there is hope for a 
different way; there is hope for the fu-
ture for their children in public 
schools. 

Mr. President, I am now very pleased 
to yield the floor to the Senator from 
New Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask to 
proceed for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of a variety of sections of this 
piece of legislation. I certainly want to 
second the comments of the Senator 
from Texas, who has pointed out some 
of the significant strengths of the bill. 

Let me talk about one specific area 
that I think needs clarity, and then 
some additional amendments I hope to 
offer to give parents more options. 

The question of quality education I 
think we all understand is parental in-
volvement. It is a good teacher, a good 
principal, but, most importantly it is a 
parent who gets involved in their 
child’s daily activity of going to school 
and learning. Unfortunately, the Fed-
eral role in education has historically 
undermined the ability of the parent to 
be a participant in that activity. In 
fact, title I, as it has been structured 
over the last 25–30 years, has been a 
school-based, bureaucracy-based fund-
ing mechanism. It has not been di-
rected at benefiting the child so much 
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as benefiting the bureaucracy which in 
turn theoretically benefits the child. 
As a result, I would argue that that is 
probably one of the primary reasons 
title I has failed, and ‘‘failure’’ I define 
is the fact that today the low-income 
child reads at two grade levels below 
their peers, and that is the same level 
of inefficiency or inability that the 
low-income child was reading at 20 
years ago. 

We have seen a huge amount of 
money spent on title I over the last 20 
years—$120 billion—but we have seen, 
in fact, no improvement in the per-
formance of low-income children. So 
they have been, even though we have 
been spending a lot of money on the 
program, left behind. 

This bill tries to address that issue. 
One of the ways it addresses it is as fol-
lows. It attempts to empower the par-
ents, giving the parents a little bigger 
say in how their children are taught. If 
you are a parent and you are in a fail-
ing school, under today’s rules, you 
have no rights. Your child is stuck in 
that school and there is virtually noth-
ing you can do to help your child. 
Under this bill, what we say is if a 
school fails in the first year, we are 
going to come in with some additional 
resources to that school, significantly 
additional resources, and we are going 
to try to help that school improve. But 
if the school is failing in the second 
year, we are going to do some other 
things to try to improve that school. 
We are going to replace some people. 
We are going to try to dramatically 
improve the curriculum and, again, we 
are going to fund that. But if by the 
third year the school is still failing, we 
are going to say to the parent: All 
right, you have the right to do some-
thing with your children to try to im-
prove their education because it is very 
obvious that you are not getting the 
benefit you need as a result of the way 
the school is functioning. 

Unfortunately, I would like to have 
accelerated that so it would happen in 
the second year, but the agreement is 
that in the third year if a child is in a 
failing school that has failed for 3 
years, the parent will have the right to 
get that child supplemental assistance 
outside the school system so that if 
that child is failing in reading or that 
child is failing in math, the parent, at 
the parent’s option, will be able to take 
their child and get additional assist-
ance for that child after school or 
maybe during recess time, however the 
school wants to set it up, so that that 
child can go away from the school to a 
Sylvan Learning Center, to another 
public school or to a private parochial 
school for the purposes of getting re-
medial assistance in the academic area 
where the child needs help. 

The child still remains a pupil in the 
public school system. This is not an op-
tion of leaving the public school sys-
tem and going into a private school 
system. Rather, this is an option of al-
lowing the parent to get supplemental 
assistance for that child and allow the 

child to have the assistance he or she 
needs in order to bring the child up to 
speed because he or she has been in this 
failing school now for at least 3 years— 
they may have been in it longer—and 
they are way behind. Under most sce-
narios, you are going to find they are 
way behind. So this is an attempt to 
bring them back up to speed with spe-
cial tutorial support. 

What does this mean? For the first 
time it empowers the parent to do 
something when their child is stuck in 
a failing school. Who are we talking 
about? We are not talking about mid-
dle class parents for the most part. We 
are certainly not talking about 
wealthy parents. What we are talking 
about for the most part are single 
moms, many of them in urban soci-
eties, who have virtually no options for 
their children, and we are going to give 
that single mother an option. We are 
going to allow that single mother to 
take her child and get some assistance 
in math or reading. 

That language has been agreed to and 
put in this bill. Some have called it 
choice. It is not a choice; it is sort of 
hybrid of choice. It was an idea I came 
up with more than 3 years ago and got 
consensus—in fact, so much consensus 
that folks on the other side are an-
nouncing it was their idea. We are 
happy to have many authors of it be-
cause it is a good idea. But it really is 
the first step in the effort to try to em-
power parents. 

The second step is equally important. 
It is not in the bill, unfortunately. 
That is to take a few schools that we 
know are failing and that have failed 
year in and year out and say to the 
parents of those kids in those schools: 
We are going to give you a full option 
of choice. We are going to put the pres-
sure on that school to perform, and if 
it does not perform we are going to 
allow you to put your child in another 
school, either a public school or a pri-
vate school. Under this bill there is an 
option to take your child out and put 
them in a public school after being in a 
failing school, but there is no option to 
go to a private school. 

Now, this is the classic choice situa-
tion. This is what we call portability. 
The idea is instead of having the 
money go to the school systems which 
have taken this money and produced 
year in and year out a failing school, to 
say to the parents: The money is going 
to go to your child; it is going to be 
strapped on the back of your child with 
a backpack, and you can take that 
money and your child and you can put 
them in a different learning climate. 
But when you do that, the conditions 
are going to be that your child has to 
learn. That is the only thing we are 
going to hold you to. Your child is 
going to have to start to achieve as a 
result of leaving that school and going 
to another school, whether public or 
private. Your child is going to have to 
start achieving at the level that they 
should have achieved to be comparable 
with or equal to a child in their grade 

level who is in a school that is per-
forming well. 

We are going to expect academic 
achievement, and we are going to have 
accountability standards expecting 
academic achievement for you, the par-
ent, having the right to take your child 
and the money that is supposedly sup-
porting your child, the Federal 
money—and, really, we are only talk-
ing about low-income parents; we are 
not talking about the general popu-
lation—to another school. 

Now, does this idea work? Yes, it 
does. This idea is already being used in 
Milwaukee, for example, and it has 
been extraordinarily successful. It is 
being used in Arizona, and it has been 
successful. The fact is, there are a lot 
of school systems out there that are 
willing to pursue this type of idea. 

It should be noted that we are not 
going to suggest that this be done uni-
laterally by the Federal Government or 
that the parent have the unilateral 
right to make this decision. Rather, 
what we are suggesting is that there be 
two conditions present. First, that be-
fore this option of a choice or port-
ability is given to the parents, the 
local school district, the local elected 
public school district, must opt into 
the program. 

You will probably say that will never 
happen. It will actually happen. That is 
what happened in Milwaukee. The local 
elected officials who were responsible 
for education decided in this case that 
it wasn’t the school district but it was 
the town council that decided they 
wanted to give parental choice. They 
wanted portability. If a local elected 
board, which is charged with the edu-
cation responsibility of the children in 
that school district and, therefore, has 
the responsibility for public education, 
decides that as one of the elements of 
its educational system it wishes to give 
parents of kids who are in failing 
schools where the school has failed for 
at least 3 years the option and the abil-
ity to move that child to a private 
school, they will have that option but 
only if that idea is supported by the 
public entity which has legal authority 
over the public school system. 

It is not a top-down decision. It is 
not even a unilateral parental decision. 

The second condition we have is that 
no title I money will be used for this 
exercise. This will be a new funding 
stream so that the portability initia-
tive or the choice initiative—however 
you want to call it—will not be a drain 
on title I funding in the school dis-
tricts but, rather, will be a separate 
funding stream that will be available 
to the community that decides to opt 
into this. 

So as to the argument that this is 
going to somehow undermine the pub-
lic school system, we punch a hole in 
that balloon by pointing out that the 
public school system makes the deci-
sion to go down this road. As for the 
argument it is going to undermine the 
funding mechanisms for title I kids, we 
punch a hole in that by making it clear 
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that the funding mechanism is inde-
pendent of the title I dollars and, 
therefore, has no impact at all on title 
I. 

Those two red herrings can then be 
set aside, although I am sure we will 
hear a lot about them when the amend-
ment is offered. 

The real argument is, interestingly 
enough, by the Washington Post, a 
paper with which I don’t often agree, 
editorializing this last Saturday in 
favor of giving parents some options— 
especially low-income parents, and es-
pecially single mothers in urban com-
munities who have no options today as 
a result of giving them those options 
and bringing competition into the 
school system, and it is competition 
that produces quality in our society, 
whether you choose to go to a Burger 
King over a McDonald’s because of the 
competition or a McDonald’s over the 
Burger King. In education we have no 
competition today. We have no force 
for improvement that comes from the 
marketplace or that comes from the 
pressure of having to perform in order 
to get clients. 

This will introduce that into the sys-
tem, and, most importantly, it will 
give hope to parents—in particular, 
single moms, especially in urban com-
munities, mostly from minority dis-
tricts—hope that their children will 
have the opportunity to live the Amer-
ican dream and that their children will 
have the opportunity to be educated. 

I appreciate the courtesy of the Sen-
ator from Alabama in allowing me to 
go first. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama is recognized. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from New Hamp-
shire for his steadfast leadership on 
matters involving education. He has 
served on the Education Committee, on 
which I serve now, for quite a number 
of years. He is a champion and a vision-
ary and a person who really cares 
about children and wants to improve 
education in America. He has been very 
successful in making that happen. 

I had the opportunity last week to 
spend a day with Dr. Rod Paige, the 
President’s Secretary of Education. Dr. 
Paige is an extraordinary individual. 
He has lived the kind of life we want to 
happen in America. He grew up in Mon-
ticello, MS. His parents were both edu-
cators. He played ball and coached at 
Jackson State. He then went on to be-
come dean of the education school at 
Texas Southern, and was on the school 
board at Houston. Houston was looking 
for a new superintendent of their edu-
cation system. They were troubled 
about how they were getting along. 
Things weren’t going well. There are 
207,000 students in that system. It is 
the seventh largest education system 
in America that had a number of chil-
dren who had difficulty with the 
English language, with a diverse racial 
and socioeconomic makeup. It was a 
real challenge. 

When he took over, only 37 percent of 
the students in that school system 
were passing the basic Texas test. He 
took it on with a passion that this 
could not continue. He had been a dean 
of an education school. He said: If I 
knew what I know now about training 
teachers, I would have done things a 
lot differently when I was dean. But he 
still took over that system, and it was 
in trouble. 

He identified schools that were fail-
ing, and he did not allow it to con-
tinue. He took action on failing 
schools. He cracked down on discipline. 
He said we must have discipline. We 
cannot have a school system that has a 
reputation that it is not safe to come 
to it and where teachers continue to 
feel unsafe and where students don’t 
feel safe. He improved discipline dra-
matically. 

He ended social promotion—the idea 
of just passing children along even if 
they are not learning the basic require-
ments of that grade. He said that can-
not continue. 

He began a rigorous system of test-
ing—not because he wanted to harm 
the children or because he wanted to 
pigeonhole students, but he wanted to 
find out diagnostically as part of the 
education process where they were aca-
demically. 

He said quite convincingly that if a 
child reaches the fourth grade and they 
are way behind in reading and math, 
they probably will never catch up. You 
have a rare opportunity in those early 
grades to constrict failure and turn it 
around. That is what he decided to do. 
He did those things. 

As a result, in 5 years, from 1995 to 
the year 2000, he nearly doubled the 
number of students passing that basic 
Houston, TX, test. It went from 37 per-
cent to 73 percent, one percentage 
point below doubling that figure in just 
5 years. 

I think that is an extraordinary 
achievement. He said he was able to 
achieve some additional financial sup-
port, but not much really until the last 
year after he had proven that he could 
achieve success. 

What he said they did was the very 
thing I just mentioned. They did not 
want to leave a child behind. How do 
you leave a child behind? You don’t 
test them. You let them go by law to a 
school that is dysfunctional, that is 
not working, and that is not effective. 
You won’t let them go to any other 
school in the system. They don’t have 
money to go outside the system. You 
just say: Tough luck, child. We are tak-
ing care of it. We are giving that school 
as much money as we give the next 
school. But you have to go there even 
if it is a failing school. 

Dr. Paige said we cannot do that any-
more. I know the Senator from New 
Hampshire is a strong believer in 
choice. So is Dr. Paige. Most school 
systems, I am sure, wouldn’t adopt the 
option that we provide them. But 
Houston did. Dr. Paige said: It did not 
hurt the public schools. It made us bet-

ter, and in fact after a period of years 
with our test scores going up, our suc-
cess rate going up, and our discipline 
problem going down, the number of 
students coming to the public schools 
increased. We were drawing people 
from private schools. He said public 
schools can and will win the battle if 
they do the things necessary to achieve 
success. 

I will just echo that. I taught a year. 
My wife taught 4 years. Our children 
attended public schools for most of 
their career. My two daughters grad-
uated from one of the big inner-city 
schools in Mobile, AL. We were on the 
PTA and have a lot of great friends 
who are teachers. I have visited 25 
schools in Alabama this past year. 

I think I have some appreciation for 
what education is all about. Yes, we 
want to get as much money as possible 
for education. In fact, the Federal Gov-
ernment has increased federal spending 
on education by 50 percent since 1994. 

This year’s budget has an additional 
11.5 percent proposed increase for edu-
cation. But it is deeper than that. We 
have to ask ourselves: What is hap-
pening with the money we are spend-
ing? There are States that spend a lot 
more money than other States. There 
can be schools in the same town, in the 
same system, receiving the same 
amount of money per student, and one 
school is functioning well and maybe 
the another one is not. 

We have to ask ourselves: What is oc-
curring in our school systems that is 
not healthy? There is a legitimate con-
cern that public policy has responded 
to the system. We have tried to do 
what the system says; and the system 
says, basically, we do not want testing 
and accountability; we just want more 
money. Just give us more money, and 
we will do better. 

For the most part, schools in the 
United States have had increased fund-
ing per student over the last decade or 
more. But, unfortunately, the numbers 
have not gone up. The Federal Govern-
ment has spent $125 billion in trying to 
narrow the gap between low-income 
students and upper-income students, 
and the gap has not narrowed, it has 
widened in some areas. 

We still have very disturbing test 
scores in math and science that show 
we are not competitive with the rest of 
the industrial world. I think that is so 
obvious as to be without dispute. 

What is it we are doing wrong in edu-
cation? You go to Japan, and they have 
classes with 50 or 60 children in a class. 
We have much smaller classes than 
that, but our numbers are not where we 
they need to be. So what is the prob-
lem? 

I think Dr. Paige and the President’s 
plan is focusing on a couple of core 
events: Do not let a child fall behind. 
Leave no child behind. Find out at the 
earliest possible time if they are not 
keeping up. Do what needs to be done 
to then intervene. Do not let parents 
think that just because Billy is going 
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to school every day, that Billy is learn-
ing at a legitimate rate and pro-
gressing effectively. Those tests will 
tell on the school. They will tell on the 
students. And the parents will be much 
more engaged. 

Alabama has done that. My State has 
stepped forward. It has one of the 
toughest testing systems in America. 
It demands that students meet certain 
minimum standards. The students are 
achieving more. 

Some say: I just don’t like these 
tests mandated by the Federal Govern-
ment. They direct policy in teaching 
and teachers have to teach to the test. 
But if the test is a good test, and the 
test determines whether or not a child 
can handle basic math or can read and 
write, and teachers are teaching to 
that test, I say, well done. I say that is 
progress. 

We need good testing, developed by 
the States, that will test basic reading 
and math improvement skills. If we 
know that, if we are knowledgeable 
about whether or not they are making 
progress, then we can help that child 
get even better. If they are not making 
progress, we can confront it. If a teach-
er or school is consistently failing, and 
not meeting those standards, perhaps 
at that point we need to confront the 
leadership at that school. Maybe we 
can find better leadership and improve 
those test scores. Because the Amer-
ican taxpayer, the American citizen, is 
entitled to know whether or not their 
money is producing results. How much 
more basic can it be? We are talking 
about giving more money and having 
no accountability? 

In the 4 years I have been in this 
body, I have learned that many of our 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
say: You just want to send more money 
to the schools without accountability. 
And I do want to send more money to 
the schools with less strings and less 
paperwork. I definitely believe in that. 
But the question is, what is account-
ability? What do we mean when we say 
‘‘accountability’’? 

If you listen to many in this body, 
accountability is whether or not an in-
dividual school gets the money that we 
appropriate and that they do with it 
precisely what is said here. That is 
what they determine to be account-
ability. We have 700 Federal Govern-
ment education programs. Can you 
imagine that—700? It is hard to believe. 

So they say, you cannot consolidate 
those problems. You cannot send the 
money down to an elementary school 
that wants to revamp its entire reading 
program, to spend $20,000 to develop a 
program that will be effective for the 
next decade to improve reading in their 
school where they have a vision and a 
passion for it and they just can’t wait 
to do it. They don’t have the money, 
and we say: No, you can’t do that. You 
have to spend it for one of our little 700 
projects. 

What I have learned is—and as I have 
thought about it—that is a wrong view 
of accountability. Accountability is 

having a learning curve. Are children 
improving? Are they better able to 
read now than they were last month or 
last year? That is what accountability 
is. You cannot do that without testing. 
Almost every school system knows 
that. Virtually every school system 
tests, although there is a fierce, dog-
matic, determined group of advocates 
who resist testing in every shape, form, 
or fashion. They fight it every way pos-
sible, with every kind of possible ex-
cuse. 

But I repeat again, if you love those 
children, if you want to see them reach 
the highest and best economic and so-
cial potential in the world, you want 
them to be able the read and write. 
You want them to be able to do basic 
math. You want them to reach the 
highest possible achievement in trig, in 
chemistry, and physics, and the high-
est form of mathematics in their 
school systems. We want them to reach 
their fullest potential. That will not 
happen if they are not progressing 
steadily every year. 

So I believe we can do better. I be-
lieve if we focus on learning, and if we 
give our principals and our teachers 
more freedom to use the Federal re-
sources in a way most effective for 
learning, they will use it that way. If 
we say: You will get even more freedom 
if your test scores improve, such as 
they did in Houston, the children will 
benefit from that additional freedom. I 
assure you, the local people will be 
more willing to support a school that is 
showing progress than one that is not 
showing progress. 

I will share this story. There is a 
principal in Alabama named Dorothy 
Robinson. A number of years ago, she 
was a teacher in a rural school in the 
county in which I grew up. She also 
grew up there and taught in Packer’s 
Bend. We call it ‘‘across the river.’’ 
Packer’s Bend was an isolated area 
across the river from the main part of 
the county. They had a small school, 
and it was in big trouble. Test scores 
were not good. The school was not in 
good shape. The county was about to 
close it. They said they would. 

Dorothy Robinson said: Don’t close 
it. Give me a chance. I believe I can 
turn this school around. It was on aca-
demic alert by the State. It was the 
smallest high school in the State. She 
started that summer, got students to-
gether, and they helped clean up the 
school. They got parents involved to an 
extraordinary degree. She called her 
teachers together, and they decided 
they could improve test scores. They 
were going to do the things necessary 
to make that school be an effective 
educational institution. She worked at 
it, and was highly successful; and 4 
years later they were running test 
scores as high as any in the county. 

It was a really tremendous achieve-
ment done without any great appro-
priation of money, done by leadership 
and a determination to hold students 
accountable. She challenged them to 
be their very best. She did not put up 

with excuses. And she moved them for-
ward. In fact, the superintendent of 
education in Alabama has now hired 
her to help him set up programs for 
similar schools throughout the State. 

Those kinds of improvements are 
happening in America. We need—as a 
Senate, as a Congress, and as a U.S. 
Government—to develop policies that 
help those success stories occur more 
often. We need to help them decide 
what to do fundamentally; and that is, 
to find out whether children are learn-
ing properly and to give those schools 
more freedom and flexibility to do 
that. If the schools continue to fail to 
teach our children, we need to give 
those children some option to reach 
outside that school. Because it is 
wrong; it is not right at its most funda-
mental level, to say to a poor child who 
has no other option but to go to public 
school: You must go to this failing 
school. You just go there anyway. 

This is what we do in American 
today mostly. The President is saying, 
if you can’t get your school operating 
at the basic level, give them some op-
tions, give them some choices. But fun-
damentally, if we do the things Dr. 
Paige did in Houston, if we do the 
things Ms. Dorothy Robinson did at 
Packer’s Bend, every school can move 
to the highest possible level. We can 
without any doubt substantially im-
prove the learning of children all over 
this Nation without any tremendous 
increase in funding. It can be one of the 
greatest things this Nation has ever 
done, not to leave a child behind, make 
sure every one is progressing to their 
fullest potential. 

We can do this. I am excited about it. 
The President was a Governor of a 
large State. He ran for Governor prom-
ising to do something about education. 
He achieved some great improvements 
in Texas education, and he wants to do 
it for America. It is not a pipe dream, 
it is a vision that can be achieved and 
made a reality. I hope this Congress 
will not just continue business as 
usual, not just continue to function as 
an arm of the establishment, but that 
we will confront our failure to come up 
with innovative solutions for improve-
ment and to increase substantially the 
learning that occurs in classrooms in 
America, those magic moments when a 
child and teacher gel and they learn. It 
is a thrilling thing. We need to further 
that and not the bureaucracy. 

I look forward to the continued de-
bate on this. It is time to bring this 
bill up and make some changes for the 
better in America. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CRAPO). The Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I begin by 

complimenting the Senator from Ala-
bama and before him the Senator from 
New Hampshire, both of whom made 
extraordinarily important points about 
the need for improvement in our edu-
cation in the United States and about 
the single ingredient that can do more 
to enhance their performance than any 
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other single thing; that is, more 
choice, more freedom in our education 
system, choice for parents so that their 
kids have a chance, and freedom of 
local schools to experiment and to do 
what is in the best interest of the kids 
in their local communities rather than 
having policies dictated from Wash-
ington, DC. 

In starting this process, I had very 
high hopes that we would be consid-
ering legislation in this Chamber that 
embodied this concept of choice, of 
more freedom for parents and students 
to go to the schools that were suc-
ceeding rather than being relegated to 
the poorer schools that characterize all 
too many of our communities today. I 
had hoped we would be able to pass and 
enact legislation that embodied an en-
tirely new approach to education in 
our country. 

Sadly, I no longer have those hopes 
because the bill that came to us from 
the committee to the floor is a bill 
which does not embody all of the Presi-
dent’s ideas as he put forth. It is, in ef-
fect, the lowest common denominator, 
a bill that represents the consensus of 
all of those people who had anything to 
do with it and, as a result, instead of 
embodying those new principles, those 
principles of reform, relies far too 
heavily on the ideas of the past, the old 
model of Federal education which as-
sumed that improvement in student 
performance could be secured through 
bureaucratic initiative alone. The old 
model ensured that when policy details 
were hammered out, there was a seat 
at the table for any special interest 
with a vested interest in existing ar-
rangements but literally no voice for 
students and parents. 

Of course, the old education model 
was built on the premise that Congress’ 
commitment to expanding opportuni-
ties to the disadvantaged, as well as to 
overall academic excellence, could be 
measured primarily by how many tax-
payer dollars were spent. I believe we 
need a new model, and we should begin 
by recognizing that if we want to see 
revolutionary improvement in edu-
cation, we will need to consider the 
benefits of a system that is more dy-
namic than the monopoly model in 
place today. 

An old rancher friend of mine told 
me, if you want to get out of a hole, 
the first thing you have to do is stop 
digging. The hole that our educational 
system is in today means that we have 
to stop making it worse by continuing 
the same policies. The only way we are 
going to improve is if we allow freedom 
and choice of the local communities 
and the parents to do what they think 
is best for their kids and for their stu-
dents. 

We have to begin by declaring inde-
pendence from special interests. In cov-
ering other areas of public policy, the 
news media constantly insinuate that 
politicians are putting the well-being 
of the special interests that help their 
campaigns ahead of the consumers’ 
well-being. That pretty well sums up 

the relationship between many politi-
cians and the defenders of the status 
quo in education. We need a debate 
about the premise that more spending 
equals better results in education be-
fore we pass legislation influenced by 
that premise. 

In fact, the history of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act 
makes it clear that spending more tax-
payers’ money does not buy better re-
sults. As an alternative hypothesis, I 
submit we will improve education to 
the extent that we provide more free-
dom for families to obtain the kind of 
education they know is best for their 
children. I hope we will legislate ac-
cordingly. 

Let’s look at the state of elementary 
and secondary education in our coun-
try today. America is not educating a 
workforce that meets the needs of the 
21st century, let alone the needs of 
each student. Last year Congress au-
thorized the issuance of 297,500 new 
visas for highly skilled temporary 
workers to come to our country, and 
we had just raised the ceiling 2 years 
before. The reason? Not enough quali-
fied American workers were available 
to fill the jobs in the new American 
economy. This situation is not likely 
to reverse itself based upon current 
trends. 

The results from the third inter-
national mathematics and science 
study show that American high school 
seniors rank 19 out of 21 industrialized 
countries in math and 16 out of 21 na-
tions in science. Over the past decade, 
the number of college degrees earned 
overall has increased by 25 percent, but 
the number earned in the fields at the 
heart of the new economy—engineer-
ing, computer science, and things of 
that sort—has grown by only 1 percent. 

Moreover, too many people are being 
left behind in our education system: 37 
percent of fourth graders test at the so- 
called below basic level in reading. 
That means essentially they are illit-
erate. For Hispanic fourth graders the 
proportion is 58 percent. For African 
American youngsters it is 63 percent. 
That is unacceptable. Only a third of 
all fourth graders have attained pro-
ficiency in reading. Since 1983, over 10 
million Americans have reached the 
12th grade without having learned to 
read at a basic level. Over 20 million 
have reached their senior year unable 
to do basic math. 

As President Bush has repeatedly 
noted, too many of America’s most dis-
advantaged youngsters pass through 
public schools without receiving an 
adequate education. The President has 
correctly identified these shortchanged 
young Americans as victims of the soft 
bigotry of low expectations. 

For some the response to these prob-
lems will be to call for more money. I 
might note that Republican majorities 
in the Congress have provided more 
money; for example, a record increase 
of 18 percent last year. We will see even 
bigger increases this year given the 
priority President Bush has placed on 

this in his budget. But simply spending 
more money on schools and school per-
sonnel has not produced educational 
improvements. 

Since 1965, real per pupil expendi-
tures have increased from less than 
$3,000 to more than $7,000. During the 
same period, reading scores on the Na-
tional Assessment of Educational 
Progress have been static. So we have 
well more than doubled the spending 
per pupil on education, and we have no 
improvement in the test scores. Be-
tween 1960 and 1995, average class size 
fell from 25.8 to 17.3. Inflation-adjusted 
average salaries for U.S. public school 
teachers grew 45 percent from 1960 to 
1995. Over that same period, SAT scores 
plummeted. 

As Secretary of Education Ron Paige 
has noted: 

After spending $125 billion over 25 years, 
we have virtually nothing to show for it. 

Education special interests and the 
politicians who represent them have 
lost the battle. Their last resort is to 
say we are not spending enough money. 
But we don’t need a bidding war. What 
we need are reforms that will bring re-
sults. 

President Bush’s original plan con-
tained a number of worthwhile reforms 
in existing education programs. It 
called for cutting Federal redtape 
while bolstering accountability 
through meaningful assessments. 

In addition to its accountability pro-
visions, that plan contained a modest 
school choice provision. To the Presi-
dent’s great credit, the Bush blueprint 
recognized that competitive pressure, 
and the threat of it, is essential to trig-
gering the meaningful accountability 
that can spur improvement. That is the 
insight upon which we should be build-
ing. 

We know that the benefits of edu-
cation freedom are real and they are 
dramatic. One talented researcher, 
Harvard’s Caroline Hoxby, has found 
that expanding choice raises the de-
mand for teachers with initiative and 
strong academic backgrounds. Cur-
rently, these are the teachers most 
likely to leave the profession. 

Professor Hoxby also found that 
when families are given a real choice of 
schools—as, for example, they have 
been in Cleveland and Milwaukee—sig-
nificant improvements in test scores, 
graduation rates, and future incomes 
are registered by the students who 
leave their old schools and by those 
who stay because those schools have 
responded to the challenge of competi-
tion and have improved accordingly. 

Unfortunately, efforts to ally public 
policy with an agenda of promoting 
freedom in education have had only 
limited success. I am very proud that 
Arizona was ranked No. 1 last year on 
the Manhattan Institute’s Education 
Freedom Index, which ranked all 50 
States. My State’s reforms, for exam-
ple, have led the way with the type of 
reforms I think we need at the Federal 
level, including the most liberal char-
ter school law in the country, a law 
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that has led to the opening of more 
than 400 charter schools in Arizona, 
which is about a third of all the char-
ter schools in the country; open enroll-
ment, which allows parents to enroll 
children in any public school and has 
the funds to follow the student; finally, 
an idea I plan to propose as a Federal 
policy—a tax credit that offsets con-
tributions Arizona families make to or-
ganizations that help give students the 
opportunity to attend a school of their 
choice. 

This tax credit proposal builds on an 
idea that has already taken off, thanks 
to private philanthropists. In 1997, two 
distinguished business leaders, Ted 
Forstmann and John Walton, invited 
applications for 1,000 partial tuition 
scholarships for families in the District 
of Columbia. Nearly 8,000 applications 
were received. In 1998, they formed an 
organization called the Children’s 
Scholarship Fund to apply the idea on 
a national basis. They planned to offer 
40,000 scholarships, and 1.25 million ap-
plications were received. 

This is an idea whose time has come. 
It is a concept Americans embrace. As 
impressive as these numbers are, these 
testimonials were offered by parents 
who have been pleading for better op-
tions. 

One mother said the following about 
her experience: 

We would not be able to afford this without 
your help. Our daughter is really excited to 
be learning spelling and grammer (which was 
not being taught in public school). She’s an 
aspiring writer and thinks this is great. My 
son has autism, and his new school had more 
services in place for him on the first day of 
school—without me even asking—than we’ve 
been able to pull out of the public school in 
six years! They both love their new schools 
and are doing well. 

Here’s another mother’s testimony: 
I am so excited that my son has been cho-

sen to receive a scholarship . . . One evening 
I sat on my bed and cried because I really 
wanted him to attend a private school but I 
know that I cannot afford all of the tuition. 
Therefore your scholarship fund was my only 
hope. 

Yet another mother wrote, 
I cannot begin to tell you how grateful I 

am for this opportunity to send my children 
to a private school. As a low-income mother 
of four wonderful children with great poten-
tial, I would not be able to provide this 
change for them without your help. 

This particular mother goes on to 
say, 

I have chosen a school that will help nur-
ture the seeds of greatness in them. I am 
sure that with this opportunity to succeed, 
my children will be successful and con-
tribute greatly to society in the future. 

In 1997, leaders in my state settled on 
a plan to help the private sector to sat-
isfy that vast unmet demand for op-
tions. 

They instituted a state credit that 
allows Arizona residents to claim a dol-
lar-for-dollar income tax credit for do-
nations to school tuition organiza-
tions—like the Children’s Scholarship 
Fund. 

Thanks to that program, 4,000 Ari-
zona students—nearly all of them from 

disadvantaged backgrounds—have re-
ceived scholarship assistance that has 
made it possible for them to enroll in a 
school of their choice. 

The number of organizations offering 
scholarships in the state has shot up 
from two to 33. 

Arizona’s leaders understand the 
need for adequate resources for edu-
cation. 

Last fall, Arizona voted to spend an 
additional $438 million on education. 

But first they laid the predicate to 
ensure that the money would be well- 
spend by reforming the system. 

We should do the same. 
If we define success as success in 

sending more of taxpayers’ money to 
sustain a system that cannot improve 
and will not change, we may do great 
things for the buildings and personnel 
involved in education, but we will have 
left behind the children. 

We should be judged by our willing-
ness to make changes that promote in-
novation, competition, and parental 
choice—in short, freedom. 

Those are the changes that will en-
sure no child is left behind. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask, of the hour I have, I be allowed to 
take 10 minutes as in morning business 
to introduce a bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. WELLSTONE per-
taining to the introduction of S. 805 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Perhaps the best 
way to talk about this legislation and 
why I have been opposed to the way we 
are proceeding, is to do two things. I 
will start by reading. I don’t want to 
plagiarize. I was a teacher. 

I say to my colleague from Rhode Is-
land, I can be relatively brief and do 
this in 15 or 20 minutes—is that not 
brief? I was a teacher; that, for me, is 
brief. I know Senator REED from Rhode 
Island has come to the floor. 

I will speak about what we are and 
are not doing in this legislation, first 
of all, by quoting Jonathan Kozol. Jon-
athan Kozol has unbelievable credi-
bility because this man has written 
some of the most eloquent and power-
ful books ever written about children 
and education. I don’t think there is 
any question about it. It is what the 
book reviewers say. It is what people in 
education say. Jonathan’s first book 
was called ‘‘Death at an Early Age’’ 
and was about him having lost his job 
as a teacher in Boston for assigning a 
poem by Langston Hughes because the 
children were all African American, 
and he wanted them to know about 
Langston Hughes. 

He has written so many books. I will 
quote some of what Jonathan Kozol 
has had to say about this legislation 
and where we are heading. His words 
are better. 

He starts out: 

Standardized tests in the third grade meas-
ure 7 years of learning for privileged chil-
dren, but only 4 years for lower income kids 
who got no Head Start opportunity. 

Think about that for a moment. In 
other words, the wealthiest children 
typically receive 3 years of rich devel-
opmental preschool education at an av-
erage cost of about $15,000 a year, while 
half of the eligible children of poverty 
don’t even get one year of Head Start. 

And in the poorest areas, as Jona-
than’s last two books have been about 
the PS 30 school in the South Bronx, 75 
percent of the children, not one of 
whom comes from a family with an in-
come of over $10,000 a year, are ex-
cluded from Head Start. So any stand-
ardized tests given in the third grade is 
not a test of ‘‘school’s success.’’ ‘‘It is 
a test of wealth or poverty. A third 
grade test for children whom we rob of 
Head Start is not school reform but pu-
nitive hypocrisy.’’ 

Those are the words of Jonathan 
Kozol. Believe me, I wish they were my 
words. I agree with them. That is why 
I come to the floor and state I could 
not believe I heard some colleagues on 
the other side talking about how, if the 
schools do not succeed after 1 or 2 or 3 
years, then there will be severe con-
sequences, and on and on and on. I will 
say it again. Some of the harshest crit-
ics of these teachers in these schools 
could not last 1 hour in the classrooms 
they condemn. But at age 8, let us be 
clear about this, for these third grad-
ers, this is not a test of school success. 
It is a question of which kids by age 8 
had rich prekindergarten education— 
which kids were able to come to school 
ready to learn. How many children 
were challenged, nurtured, and all of 
the rest. So basically you have one 
group of kids who had it all. You had 
another group of kids who did not even 
have a chance to be in Head Start be-
cause we fund Head Start at 50 percent 
of what is needed for 4-year-olds even 
less for three year olds and only 3 per-
cent of what is needed for 1 and 2-year- 
olds. And the Head Start program is to 
do what—to give children from dis-
advantaged backgrounds a head start. 

Jonathan’s conclusion: A third grade 
test for children or for the school, 
which is also supposed to be a reflec-
tion of how the teachers do, is not 
school reform but ‘‘punitive hypoc-
risy.’’ 

I will offer an amendment that will 
say that we will not mandate these 
tests in every school, in every district, 
in every State until we fully fund title 
I. 

Another amendment is going to be 
we should not do it until we fully fund 
Head Start. I will be interested to see 
how colleagues vote. 

Jonathan Kozol goes on and says— 
‘‘and, please, this is my battle cry. 
This is my plea. This is my prayer.’’ He 
says: ‘‘Nationally enforced testing with 
no national guarantee of equal oppor-
tunity to pass the test is ethically un-
just.’’ I would like to see a Senator 
come out here and argue with me on 
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that. So you have school funding for 
pupils in the poorest school districts of 
America that range around $6,000 per 
child, and you have school districts in 
the richest communities that range in 
the area of about $24,000 per child. In 
New York City, poor kids in the Bronx 
last year got $8,000 to pay for their edu-
cation while children in the wealthy 
suburbs got $18,000 to $20,000. Teachers 
in the richest districts got $20,000 more 
in annual pay than New York City 
teachers. 

So the White House bill will test the 
poor against the rich and then an-
nounce that the poor are failing. Feder-
ally required tests without federally 
required equity amounts to clubbing 
these children over the head after sys-
tematically cheating them. I want to 
say this in this Chamber because that 
is exactly what we are doing. That is 
exactly what we are doing. We know in 
advance which kids will fail. So this is 
a plan not for reform, not for equality, 
but for guaranteed humiliation chil-
dren. 

I am sorry, I know where ‘‘leave no 
child behind’’ comes from. That is the 
mission statement of the Children’s 
Defense Fund. I heard a colleague—I 
will not use names because we are not 
supposed to be personal—come to the 
floor and say the money is not the an-
swer. We need to give the children 
tools to do well. And then this col-
league jumped to talk about the tests. 
Does the test assure a good teacher? 
Does the test assure that we are going 
to be paying teachers well so we have 
good teachers? Does the test assure a 
smaller class? Is the test the tool that 
brings about the technology in the 
schools or the good textbooks? Does a 
test rebuild a crumbling school build-
ing? Does the test assure that the chil-
dren come to kindergarten ready to 
learn? The test does not assure any of 
that. 

We cheat these children. We do not 
even fully fund Head Start, and then 
we fail them and club them over the 
head and we call this reform. I want 
nothing to do with this unless we are 
going to have an honest commitment 
of resources. 

My friend Jonathan Kozol goes on to 
say that the testing advocates assume 
that teachers are afraid—I have heard 
some of this discussion—to be held ac-
countable. He says this is a liability 
against the future. And he is right. No 
good teacher—I have two children who 
teach. I am a proud Jewish father. I 
think they are great teachers—No good 
teacher is afraid to be held accountable 
for what she does or what he does with 
children, but it is manifestly unfair to 
ask accountability from teachers when 
the Congress is unwilling to be held ac-
countable for its behavior in short-
changing kids and basically cheating 
them from the hour of their birth, and 
then clubbing them over the head with 
a punitive exam. 

Senators should be ashamed to go 
along with this. 

Now, I am going to make one other 
point from Kozol, although I could go 

on and on. This excessive testing is de-
grading and it is distorting instruction. 
Teachers, and I quote from Kozol, are 
turning to robotic drill and grill rou-
tines because they are terrified of sanc-
tions—loss of funding—if their student 
scores are not high enough. And this 
mandate from the Federal Govern-
ment, an unfunded mandate, is going 
to require every school and every 
school district, every child from age 8 
every year to be tested. And what is 
going to happen is the teachers are not 
going to be able to encourage the stu-
dents to have questions. They are not 
going to be able to encourage curiosity 
or humor or delight of any kind. All 
those trips to the museum and all that 
art and all that music and all of those 
other activities, they will go by the 
wayside as everybody will be drill 
teaching to drill tests. And this passes 
for reform? 

I wish there were more colleagues 
present so they could get angry at me. 
I think people in these school districts, 
people down in the trenches think we 
are crazy. I go to a school about every 
2 weeks and I do not find people coming 
up to me, whether it is in rural or 
whether it is suburban or inner city, 
saying we need more tests. I have peo-
ple come up to me and say: God, we 
need more teachers, or we need more 
counselors; we need affordable housing 
because our third graders are moving 
three and four times during the year 
and it is hard for them to do well in 
school. 

It is hard when the children come to 
school hungry. It is hard when they 
come to school with an abscessed tooth 
because they do not have any dental 
care and can’t afford it. We need after-
school programs. Why can’t you invest 
in Head Start, child care, and make 
sure the kids are kindergarten ready. 
We need smaller class sizes. Our build-
ings are dilapidated. I wonder how U.S. 
Senators would do if the toilets didn’t 
work, or if it was cold during the win-
ter, or there was no air conditioning, 
or we didn’t have access to the fax, or 
we didn’t have the books we needed, 
and we didn’t have adequate facilities. 
How would we do as Senators? 

A lot of children are having to learn 
under these conditions. 

That is what I hear about. I do not 
hear people coming up to me saying: 
Please, Federal Government. Mandate 
that we have tests every year. 

But this is what we call reform. 
Then, to add insult to injury, the es-

timates that we are getting from our 
States is, wait a minute; to do the test-
ing the right way, if there is a right 
way, is going to cost at a minimum 
over $2 billion. Some estimates are as 
high as $7 billion. The White House has 
a few hundred million dollars for this. 

Whatever happened to my Republican 
colleagues’ outrage about unfunded 
mandates? 

In addition, in St. Paul, MN, after 
you get to a school where only 65 per-
cent of the kids are low income, or, 
say, 60 percent, there is no title I 

money left. We fund about 30 percent of 
the children who can get the help. 

The President is calling for a total 
increase of $670 million or thereabouts 
because we have to have these Robin- 
Hood-in-reverse tax cuts with over 40 
percent of the benefits going to the top 
1 percent. Now we hear we are going to 
have several hundred billion over X 
number of years spent on the Pen-
tagon. Then there will be missile de-
fense, and all the rest. 

Where are the resources? 
My final point today is that I am dis-

appointed. I said before we actually 
brought this bill up, and certainly be-
fore we proceed with this bill I am 
going to keep saying this. We should 
have an agreement on some of the pol-
icy questions that I know Senator 
REED and others are going to talk 
about, and also whether or not there is 
going to be a commitment on resources 
because this will just be a mockery. 
Senators will rue the day they voted to 
mandate this and made every State, 
every school district, every school, 
every kid, and every teacher go 
through this and they did not provide 
the resources for IDEA and for kids 
with special needs or for title I or so 
kids can be kindergarten ready. You 
will rue the day. 

Democrats, my colleagues, this is not 
reform. You should stand up against it. 
If there is not a commitment—I don’t 
mean authorization, I mean the com-
mitment of resources, appropriations, 
and I mean now—we should fight this 
all the way. We should say to people in 
the country: God knows we are com-
mitted, but we are not going to let this 
be an unfunded mandate, where you 
will have to raise your property taxes. 

As Jonathan Kozol said, we are not 
going to have a Federal mandate for 
testing without a Federal mandate of 
equal opportunity for the children to 
get a good education to do well. 

So I will offer an amendment to title 
I which says that the new testing set to 
go into effect in the school years 2005 
and 2006 shall not be required to go 
into effect in that year unless title I 
has been appropriated at $24 billion, 
nor will it have to go into effect in sub-
sequent years until such sums are nec-
essary are appropriated to fully fund 
title I. 

This is put up or shut up time. If you 
are serious about accountability, but 
you are equally serious about making 
sure children have the same oppor-
tunity, then I think you should vote 
for it. 

There will be seven test quality 
amendments, which are really impor-
tant so that we do this right. 

I have another amendment that says 
the assessment should be used for diag-
nostic purposes only. 

That is basically what we are talking 
about right now. That is what we 
should be using the tests for, diag-
nostic purposes. Let’s not talk about 
using these tests to start bashing these 
kids over the head and these schools 
and teachers over the head. 
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Finally, a transition teaching amend-

ment that I have been working on 
which will be a bipartisan effort which 
expands and enhances the current tran-
sition teaching program to ensure that 
funds are targeted to the high-poverty 
and high-need school districts. The pro-
gram will ensure funds are used on ac-
tivities that have proven effective in 
both recruiting and retaining teachers. 
This is critical because so much of the 
need for teachers is rooted in the high 
attrition rate in the field. 73% of teach-
ers in Minnesota leave the field for rea-
sons other than retirement. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the notes that Jonathan 
Kozol sent to me be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Standardized tests in 3rd grade measure 
seven years of learning for privileged chil-
dren, but only four years for low-income kids 
who got no head start opportunity. 

The wealthiest children receive typically 
three years of rich developmental preschool, 
at average cost of $15,000 a year, while half 
the eligible children of poverty get not even 
one year of Head Start and, in the poorest 
urban areas, 75 percent are excluded from 
Head Start. 

Any standardized test given in 3rd grade, 
therefore, is not a test of ‘‘school success’’— 
it is a test of wealth or poverty. A 3rd grade 
test for children whom we rob of Head Start 
is not ‘‘School Reform’’ but punitive hypoc-
risy. 

Nationally enforced testing with no na-
tional guarantee of equal opportunity to 
pass the tests is ethically unjust. School 
funding per-pupil ranges from $6,000 in the 
poorest districts of America to $24,000 in the 
richest. In the New York City area: poor kids 
in the Bronx last year got $8,000 while chil-
dren in the wealthy suburbs got $18,000 to 
$20,000. And incidentally teachers in the rich-
est districts get $20,000 more in annual pay 
than NYC teachers. 

The White House bill will test the poor 
against the rich—and then announce ‘‘The 
poor are failing.’’ Federally required tests 
without federally required equity amounts 
to clubbing children over the head after sys-
tematically cheating them. 

We know in advance which kids will fail. 
So this is a plan, not for reform, not for 
equality, but for guaranteed humiliation of 
our victims. 

We will learn nothing from another layer 
of tests that we do not already know. Kids in 
the Bronx, for example, already take six 
standardized exams beginning in 3rd grade: 
three sets of tests in math and reading each, 
year after year. 

These tests, according to the principal of 
P.S.30, take up one quarter of the year. 
Twenty-five percent of teaching time is lost 
to tests, pre-tests, and test preparation. 

In other words, one-fourth of the school 
budget is already being wasted by repetitive 
exams. Another set of tests will simply 
waste more money. Every week devoted to a 
test is a week of lost education. 

Some of my colleagues in the Senate are 
under the impression that ‘‘tests’’ represent 
a ‘‘form’’ of education. They do not! Tests do 
not teach reading: Only well-paid teachers in 
small classes do. ‘‘Testing’’ is a symbolic 
substitute for ‘‘educating.’’ Don’t substitute 
a symbol for the real thing. 

Kids who are cheated of Head Start, Title 
I, small classes, and well-paid teachers learn 
absolutely nothing from a national exam ex-

cept how much their nation wants to punish 
and embarrass them. 

Standardized tests are the worst kind of 
tests, but these are inevitably the ones the 
White House will require, because they are 
the easiest to compare numerically. 

Many of the brightest kids can write beau-
tifully and read perceptively but cannot re-
gurgitate answers for a multiple-choice 
exam. 

A friend of mine once taught to a student, 
a boy named Anthony from New York City. 
He failed every standardized exam he was 
given, but today is in college because his 
teacher took time to read his stories! 

Nationally standardized exams will stereo-
type boys like Anthony as ‘‘failures’’ and 
convince them to drop out of school before 
we even recognize their gifts. No standard-
ized exam will ever identify the true poten-
tial of a gifted child—only his ‘‘test-taking 
savvy.’’ We’ll lose too many kids as a result. 

Standardized exams will also take the 
highest toll on poor black and Latino kids. 

The most poorly funded urban districts are 
overwhelmingly black and Hispanic. Giving 
more tests, instead of more opportunity, will 
simply drive more minority children out of 
school and push larger numbers of black ado-
lescents into the streets—then into the pris-
on system. 

New York already spends 10 times as much 
to incarcerate a child in juvenile prison 
(nearly $90,000) as to educate that child in 
public school. In California, prison guards 
get higher salaries than teachers. Testing 
without educational equality will increase 
the prison population while it demoralizes 
and stigmatizes kids of color. 

Testing advocates also assume that teach-
ers are afraid to be held ‘‘accountable.’’ This 
is a libel against teachers. 

No good teacher is afraid to be held ac-
countable for what she does each day with 
children. 

But it is manifestly unfair to ask ‘‘ac-
countability’’ from teachers when Congress 
is itself unwilling to be held accountable for 
its perfidious behavior in short-changing 
kids to start with—cheating them from the 
hour of their birth—then clubbing them over 
the head with one more frankly punitive 
exam. 

‘‘One-way accountability’’ is unacceptable. 
Senators, we should be ashamed to go along 
with this. 

Excessive testing is already degrading and 
distorting instruction. Teachers are turning 
to robotic ‘‘drill-and-grill’’ routines because 
they’re terrified of ‘‘sanctions’’ (loss of fund-
ing) if their students’ scores aren’t high 
enough. The White House plan will make 
this even worse. 

Teachers are increasingly afraid to encour-
age questions, curiosity, humor, or delight of 
any kind during the school day because 
they’re being told that every minute must be 
calibrated to an item that may be on an 
exam. 

Urban schools, as a result, are being turned 
into pedagogic bootcamps in which children 
lose not only equal opportunity but also all 
the joy and sweetness that should be a part 
of childhood. In this way, we rob the poorest 
kids twice. 

And it seems that the best teachers hate 
the testing agenda most. They will not re-
main in public schools if they are forced to 
be drill-sergeants for exams instead of edu-
cators. Hundreds of the most exciting and 
beautifully educated teachers are already 
fleeing from inner-city schools in order to 
escape what one brilliant young teacher (a 
graduate of Swarthmore) calls ‘‘Examination 
Hell.’’ 

The dreariest and most robotic teachers 
will remain. The glowing and passionate 
teachers will get out as fast as they can. 

Who will you find to replace these beautiful 
young teachers? 

This is another way of robbing urban and 
poor rural children of the opportunities that 
Senators give their own kids. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
yield such time to the Senator from 
Rhode Island as he requires. I will re-
serve the remainder of my time, if 
there is any, for parliamentary re-
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator WELLSTONE for his articulate 
and very passionate discussion of the 
issues today. I, too, am concerned that 
we are moving forward on legislation 
that has not yet been finalized. Tech-
nically, we voted this morning to pro-
ceed to S. 1, this piece of legislation. 
But we recognize and understand that 
this piece of legislation, the committee 
print, has already been overtaken by 
events and negotiations, and that what 
we will ultimately be confronted with 
on the floor is still being written. 

When there are so many important 
and outstanding issues that have yet to 
be resolved, it is, indeed, premature 
and, I think, unfortunate that we 
would begin this debate. 

S. 1, the committee bill, was care-
fully and thoughtfully considered in 
committee, and it represents accom-
modation between the administration’s 
proposal and the ideas of the com-
mittee members in both Republican 
and Democrat caucuses. I hoped it 
would come to the floor as the vehicle 
by which we could discuss educational 
reform in the United States. But as I 
indicated, this has been overtaken. The 
few hundred or so pages, for all prac-
tical purposes, are irrelevant. 

What is being discussed today is how 
we will deviate from the agreed-upon 
committee print. That committee 
product represented a balancing of sev-
eral important principles. 

First, there was the principle of en-
hanced accountability, the principle 
that I recognized, indeed, in the last 
ESEA reauthorization in 1994 and 
fought strenuously for to increase ac-
countability, recognizing that unless 
we had agreed-upon educational stand-
ards and ways to evaluate those stand-
ards, we were not going to make sig-
nificant educational progress in the 
United States. 

The second principle is flexibility, to 
give the States more discretion and au-
thority to ensure that their plans are 
developed, carried out, and evaluated. 

The third principle is increased re-
sources, because without adequate re-
sources, testing and flexibility will 
lead, in my view, to very little 
progress, and may be even detrimental, 
as my colleague from Minnesota sug-
gested. 

But today we still do not have a reso-
lution of the funding. We have an 
agreed-upon authorization number in 
this bill. But we have not seen the ad-
ministration come forward and pledge 
the same kind of resources that they 
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are about to announce for the Depart-
ment of Defense and for other areas. 

If this is truly the No. 1 domestic pri-
ority in the United States—the edu-
cation of our young people—then we 
can put our money where our mouth is; 
we can put the resources to work. To 
date, we have no real resolution. So, we 
are in danger of having a testing 
scheme and flexibility but without the 
resources to make it all work. 

But in addition to that issue, there is 
still the issue to be resolved in terms of 
accountability. What I think we would 
all concede is a tough accountability 
standard within this legislation is now 
being watered down and diluted be-
cause, frankly, it has suddenly dawned 
on many people, particularly the State 
education officials and Governors, that 
real accountability costs money, and 
not just Federal money. 

When we really measure the progress 
of education and the progress of indi-
vidual schools throughout this coun-
try, and we commit to making these 
schools all successful, we are not just 
talking about some extra Federal dol-
lars, we are talking about a profound 
shift in spending at the State and local 
levels, to make sure that truly no child 
is left behind. So it comes as no sur-
prise to me that suddenly, having fig-
ured it out, the States are very con-
cerned about accountability. 

So you have three major issues which 
form the core, the foundation of this 
legislation, that are now in flux subject 
to continuing negotiation. In that con-
text, I believe it is inappropriate to 
proceed. That is why I voted this morn-
ing not to proceed to the bill, so we 
could wait until we have real language 
we can talk about, debate, and study 
before we consider the bill in the 
Chamber. We should wait until we have 
real resources committed—not just re-
authorization language but a real com-
mitment to appropriations. When we 
do those things, then I think we are 
ready to move forward. But we have, in 
any case, taken up this debate. 

We have seen over the last several 
weeks and months an attempt to work 
on a bipartisan basis to develop legisla-
tion, understanding that when we came 
to the Chamber more controversial ele-
ments would be introduced, such as the 
Straight A’s Program, which is essen-
tially a block grant for the States 
rather than categorical programs. 
There would be discussions on school 
vouchers and charitable choice. We un-
derstood that those issues would be de-
bated in this Chamber. But the as-
sumption was at least we would start 
with the language we had worked on, 
the language we agreed upon, the lan-
guage in the committee proposal of S. 
1. That, again, seems to be overtaken 
by events, overtaken by pending nego-
tiations, and, as a result, rendering 
this particular version of the legisla-
tion obsolete as we begin. 

We have seen in these negotiations 
language on some of the controversial 
elements, but we have not seen a reso-
lution yet. For example, with regard to 

Straight A’s, this is a proposal that es-
sentially would provide a block grant 
to the States to operate the edu-
cational programs without regard to 
the categorical provisions of existing 
programs. 

One of the problems of the Straight 
A’s proposal is that it is not yet clear 
whether States participating in this 
program on an experimental basis 
could use Federal resources for vouch-
ers. I think that is an important point 
that should be resolved before we con-
sider it in this Chamber, not hurried in 
while we are still in the midst of the 
debate. 

Also, there are additional problems 
we have. It is not quite clear whether 
key provisions with respect to title I 
will still be part of the Straight A’s 
Program if the State is operating 
under one of these pilot programs. 

One of the provisions that is particu-
larly important is parental involve-
ment. In the 1994 ESEA reauthoriza-
tion, in title I, we understood that par-
ents were a critical aspect of edu-
cation. But the existing title I law be-
fore that was merely suggestive of pa-
rental involvement. So in 1994, we put 
in real requirements for parental in-
volvement, authorizing the States to 
use a certain amount of their title I 
moneys—in fact, we directed them to 
use it for parental involvement, to de-
velop parental involvement plans. 

I believe the title I moneys, the title 
I program, should be infused with pa-
rental involvement. But as the current 
draft of the Straight A’s seems to sug-
gest, they are going back, prior to 1994, 
and making parental involvement sim-
ply something that might be done, 
could be done, should be done. I think 
we know enough about the role of par-
ents in education to make this an im-
portant part of education, not simply 
an optional provision of educational 
policy in the United States. 

As I mentioned before, there still is 
this issue of accountability. What will 
be the standards? Who will set the 
standards? It is clear that there will be 
increased testing. This testing raises 
significant questions. Most of the 
States, if not all the States, engage in 
rather elaborate testing already. Most 
of the States are acting under the pro-
visions of Goals 2000. 

The 1994 ESEA reauthorization em-
barked on a very elaborate process of 
setting State standards: What a child 
should know, developing evaluations so 
those standards are tested, and impos-
ing a scheme of evaluations—not every 
year for every child, but a scheme that 
made sense to a particular State. 

Now we are saying, no, one size does 
fit all for every child, every year, for 
grades 3 through 8. That puts a lot of 
practical pressure on the States be-
cause if you are trying to harmonize 
your standards with your evaluation, it 
takes time. Some States have found 
out it is not practical to give a test to 
every child every year because the 
tests have to be very individualized to 
capture all the nuances of those stand-
ards. 

My sense is—and I have talked to 
educational experts in the States—the 
sheer requirement to test every child 
every year for grades 3 through 8 will 
inexorably leave the States to adopt 
standardized testing which may or may 
not capture the standards in that par-
ticular State. So this testing regime 
could unwittingly move away from one 
of the central elements we all agree 
on—standards carefully thought out 
and evaluations that measure those 
standards. 

In these ongoing discussions, there is 
also included the notion of supple-
mental services, the idea that in fail-
ing schools there will be money given 
for supplemental services. It seems to 
me that raises a very profound ques-
tion: Are you interested in merely giv-
ing a few children this option, because 
given the caps on this program, all 
children, even in the failing schools, 
may not be able to realize this pro-
gram? Or are you interested in fixing 
the schools so that not only that class 
of children but succeeding classes of 
children will enjoy excellent education 
in a reformed, revitalized school? It 
seems to me we are diverting resources 
from the main point, to fix our schools, 
giving some children access to some 
supplementary education alternatives. 
That is another issue. 

Then there is the issue of charitable 
choice, which will come up, which 
raises profound issues about civil 
rights. What is the policy if we are 
going to use this approach by encour-
aging charities and religious groups to 
become more involved, more directly 
involved in Federal funding? Does that 
impose requirements on these groups 
to recognize civil rights laws in hiring? 
Does that impose requirements in the 
type of curricula they can use? 

All of these are very difficult ques-
tions, and they have to be addressed. I 
believe they should have been ad-
dressed as best we could before we 
brought this bill to the floor. 

There are some other practical issues 
here, too. It goes back to the over-
arching concern. The overarching con-
cern is, who is going to pay for all this? 
It has been estimated by the National 
Association of State Boards of Edu-
cation that testing alone of every child 
in grades 3 through 8 could cost be-
tween $2.7 and $7 billion over 4 years. 
That type of money is not in the appro-
priations language I am seeing in the 
President’s budget. That type of com-
mitment is certainly not there. And 
that is just for testing alone. That is 
just to diagnose the problem. 

But we all recognize that simply 
identifying children who are falling be-
hind and schools that are falling be-
hind is just the first step, the hardest 
step of fixing the problem. 

As my colleague from Minnesota 
pointed out, we hear time and time 
again money is not the problem. Well, 
it is a refrain we seldom hear from 
other departments when they come in 
and say they have to confront new 
issues, new changing forces in the 
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world. The classic example is the prob-
lem with defense. We are all reading 
this week that it is likely the Sec-
retary of Defense will recommend an 
increase of $25 billion a year in defense 
spending to adjust to new threats, new 
technologies, new opportunities. I am 
not hearing anyone say to him: Money 
is not the problem. Reorganize, evalu-
ate your forces better. 

Resources is not the sole answer, but 
it is an important part of dealing with 
the issue. So we have to do that. 

Again, we are not seeing that type of 
commitment, that real commitment. 
Without that real commitment, we will 
not be able to attract the kind of 
teachers we need; we will not be able to 
provide continuous professional devel-
opment so that teachers stay current 
on teaching techniques; we will not be 
able to fix school buildings so that 
children believe they are going to a 
place that is held in esteem by their 
community, a place that is treasured 
enough so that it is maintained. If you 
go to the schools in many parts of this 
country today, you find they are de-
crepit, that they are obsolete. They are 
places that no one would go volun-
tarily and certainly no one would go 
with the sense of excitement and joy 
that every child should bring to school. 
We will need more money to fix those 
schools. 

We are going to proceed on this de-
bate. One of the presumptions of this 
debate, for those who are suggesting 
that we engage in a regime of testing 
without adequate resources—one of the 
presumptions is the sense that our 
schools are failing America. There is 
another perspective. The perspective is 
that this Congress and preceding Con-
gresses, State Governors, and State as-
semblies have for years and years been 
failing our schools. We have not been 
giving them the resources they need. 
We have not been recognizing that edu-
cational problems today, in many 
cases, result from problems of health 
care for children, problems of poverty 
for children, problems of housing for 
children. Until we recognize these 
issues and until we confront these 
issues, not just rhetorically but, more 
importantly, with real resources and a 
real commitment, to say that our 
schools are failing America is missing 
a much larger point. 

What have we done truly to give 
these embattled teachers and students, 
these difficult schools, the help they 
need to succeed, not just a mandate to 
test and evaluate, but the support so 
that every child goes to school ready to 
learn? That was the first core principle 
of our reform movement, which Presi-
dent Bush’s father began a decade or 
more ago. 

There are still too many children 
going to school without adequate 
health care, coming from homes that 
are dangerous because of exposure to 
lead in paint on the walls. There are 
still too many children who will fail 
because they don’t have these types of 
supports and these types of help. As we 

consider this bill, we have to recognize 
that group as well. 

There are many things that will be 
debated in the course of the next few 
days in terms of education reform. I 
hope we can debate and I hope we can 
successfully adopt provisions that will 
decrease the size of classrooms 
throughout the country, knowing that 
children perform better when they 
have a smaller ratio between the teach-
ers and the students. I hope we improve 
the quality of the physical condition of 
our schools—better classrooms, modern 
classrooms, and safer schools. I hope 
we can improve the quality of our 
teachers and principals by providing 
real professional development. I hope 
we can improve our school libraries, 
and add additional school counselors. If 
we can do that, then we can take this 
legislation and make a real contribu-
tion to the quality of education in the 
United States. 

I hope we can do that. I hope we can 
do that on behalf of the thousands and 
thousands of youngsters who are going 
to school today and the generations to 
come. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BROWNBACK). The Senator from Idaho. 
Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the time from 
4:15 to 6:15 be equally divided between 
the two leaders or their designees for 
postcloture debate. Further, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator CAR-
PER be recognized first for up to 15 min-
utes, to be followed by Senator ENZI for 
up to 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Delaware is recognized. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, my 
grandparents were born around the be-
ginning of the 20th century and lived 
for much of the 20th century. In the 
early part of the last century, my 
grandparents and their generation—ac-
tually my parents and their genera-
tion—were able to find jobs and become 
employed not so much because of the 
strength of their minds but because of 
the strength of their backs. 

As we moved throughout the 20th 
century, the time came when more and 
more it was important that we knew 
how to read and how to write, knew 
how to do math and eventually to use 
technology, if we were going to get 
some of the better jobs available in our 
country. As we now move into the 21st 
century, that will be only more true. 

The last century has been called by 
some the American century. If the 21st 
century is to be another American cen-
tury, it is important that our young 
people have the kind of skills that will 
enable our employers to be successful 
in an increasingly competitive world 
marketplace. 

I believe among the reasons we have 
been remarkably successful as a nation 
over the last century is that we have 
taken our core democratic values, our 
democratic principles, combined those 
with the free enterprise system, and 

added to that a belief in free public 
education now for just about everybody 
in our country. Blending those dis-
parate elements together, we ended up 
with an economic engine, as we close 
one century and walk into the next, 
that is, frankly, unrivaled by any other 
on the face of the Earth. 

That was yesterday’s news. The ques-
tion is, How are we going to fare for 
the next 100 years? For the past decade 
or so, we have heard increasing cries of 
concern that too often the skills our 
young people are bringing out of the 
high schools from which they in many 
cases graduate are not preparing them 
for college, not preparing them ade-
quately for the workforce. We have 
heard calls from all levels of govern-
ment, particularly State and local, to 
do something about it. 

As a Governor for the last 8 years, I 
know full well we have done a lot more 
in the States than just wring our hands 
and cry in anguish. We have done a 
great deal to try to ensure that my 
children and the children of the genera-
tion of kids in school with them and 
those to follow, when they graduate 
with that diploma, will really mean 
something. It will mean that they do 
know how to read and understand what 
they have read, that they do know how 
to do math—in some cases pretty com-
plex math—they know how to use tech-
nology, they know how to think, and 
they are prepared to go on to be suc-
cessful in college and in the world and 
in life. 

Throughout the country over the last 
7 years—maybe the last 8 years—States 
have been involved in adopting aca-
demic standards. What is an academic 
standard? It spells out in a State such 
as Delaware, or any other State, what 
we expect students to know and to be 
able to do, such as standards in math, 
science, English, social studies, and in 
other subject areas as well. If you look 
at the 49 States that have adopted 
standards, most of them spell out 
clearly what they expect their students 
to be able to do in math, science, 
English, and social studies. 

In recent years, maybe a bit more 
than half of our States have developed 
tests to measure student progress in 
the standards in math, science, 
English, and social studies that those 
States have adopted. They give those 
tests usually every year. In our State, 
it is annually in the spring, and it is 
given to students in grades 3, 5, 8 and 
10. 

Now, almost half of the States have 
taken the next step toward developing 
accountability. What is account-
ability? There is a lot of confusion 
about what is accountability. Account-
ability says there ought to be con-
sequences—some positive and some 
maybe not so positive—for students 
who fall short of the mark or for those 
who do well or for schools or districts 
that fall short or do well. There ought 
to be accountability for parents as well 
and also for politicians and for edu-
cators. 
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As we take up the education debate 

in the Senate this week, we are lit-
erally trying to figure out what is the 
appropriate Federal role with respect 
to the education of our children. My 
boys play soccer in a YMCA rec league 
in Wilmington, DE. They play on a va-
riety of fields around the city of Wil-
mington. One of the fields is a field 
that is not level. In fact, if I can use 
this folder as an example, about half of 
the game they are running downhill on 
this one field. Teams like to be running 
downhill. At the end of the first half, 
they switch and they have to go in the 
other direction. The team running 
downhill for the first half ends up hav-
ing to run uphill for the rest of the 
game. 

A lot of kids in life don’t have the 
luxury of changing sides of the field. 
For a lot of their lives, they play the 
game running uphill. The role of the 
Federal Government, for kids who 
spend a whole lot of their lives running 
uphill, is to try to level that playing 
field a little bit. For the kids born in 
tough situations, maybe with parents 
not engaged in their lives, or who don’t 
value education, or maybe they don’t 
even have parents, we must make sure 
those kids aren’t hopelessly behind 
when they walk into kindergarten at 
age 5. If they are hopelessly behind and 
are coming from a real difficult situa-
tion in their home lives, they may need 
help to catch up with their other class-
mates. 

I don’t think anybody in Washington 
expects the Federal Government to be 
the primary funder or mover and shak-
er in education in America. That is not 
our role. Our role is to try to level the 
playing field and to help ensure that 
States adopt academic standards for 
their students, and that not just some 
kids have a chance to meet the rig-
orous standards but that all kids have 
a chance to meet the standards their 
States have adopted. 

As we debate this issue this week, 
and perhaps next week as well, we are 
trying to figure out what can we do 
that is helpful, that builds on the re-
forms being adopted and implemented 
in the States. It does no harm; in fact, 
it does a lot of good. 

We have to consider that between 0 
and age 5, kids will learn about half of 
what they know in their lives. If we 
waste the first 5 years, it is tough to 
get them back. We know that there is 
a lot more we can do in terms of parent 
training. A lot could be done in our 
States with respect to ensuring that 
healthier babies are born and raised. 
We can try to provide assistance with 
respect to quality child care and pro-
grams such as Head Start and make 
sure kids - and parents—are given a bit 
of a boost at the age of 3 or 4 and find 
themselves better prepared to be suc-
cessful at the age of 5. 

Those are appropriate roles for the 
Federal Government. When kids walk 
into kindergarten at 5, what is an ap-
propriate role? The Congress and the 
President have said it is to provide 
hope in smaller class sizes. 

We have also said it is important to 
provide extra learning time for kids 
who need extra time. We are joined in 
the Chamber by Senator SPECTER of 
Pennsylvania and Senator GRAHAM 
from Florida. Senator SPECTER may be 
able to learn a little faster than the 
Senator from Delaware, but the Sen-
ator from Delaware can learn, too. I 
might just need some extra learning 
time. 

One of the things we have done in 
Delaware and in other States, through 
programs such as title 1, is we provide 
extra learning time for kids who need 
it to reach the academic standards that 
have been set. 

We also know that one of the best 
things that could happen to ensure 
that a kid is successful in school is to 
have a terrific teacher such as Mrs. An-
derson, my first grade teacher, and 
Mrs. Swane, my fifth grade teacher— 
teachers who really make an impact. 
Mrs. Anderson helped me read at the 
age of 5 and 6 in my first grade class. 
We need teachers who love kids, who 
can teach and who know their stuff. 
One of the things that we can do at the 
Federal level, working with State and 
local school districts, is to help recruit 
the best and brightest to be teachers, 
to make sure they have the tools that 
will at least help them have a shot at 
being successful in the classroom and 
to ensure that their professional devel-
opment continues. 

Another area where the Federal Gov-
ernment has been involved is in tech-
nology—trying to infuse technology 
into public school classrooms. Dela-
ware was the first State to wire a pub-
lic school classroom for access to the 
Internet. I think we have the best ratio 
of computers to kids in the country. 
We spend a lot of money to train teach-
ers to use the technology effectively in 
the class, to integrate technology into 
their curriculum, to bring the outside 
world into the classroom and make the 
learning come alive. 

I am pleased that the legislation 
coming before us focuses, in part, on 
technology. One of the best things it 
does is to say we encourage teams in 
schools across America to figure out 
how to work at their schools, how they 
can incorporate technology into their 
curriculum. That is a perfectly appro-
priate role for us. 

Among the other things we can do is 
provide some help when students are 
disruptive. An amendment will be of-
fered later this week by JOHN KERRY 
and myself that will say if a school dis-
trict wants to use some of the moneys 
in this legislation for establishing al-
ternative schools for chronically dis-
ruptive students, they would have the 
ability to do so. 

Lastly, our legislation, in providing 
for accountability and consequences 
for schools that do well and those that 
don’t do well, says we want to put 
schools on sort of a 10-year glidepath 
to making sure that all the students 
are able to come closer to meeting the 
standards set by their States, and each 

year that a school district fails to meet 
the State’s own progress chart—imag-
ine a stair step, if you will, of 10 steps. 
The first year that happens, the school 
gets some extra money for assistance. 
The second year, if they fall short, we 
provide more technical assistance. By 
the time the fourth year comes, we re-
quire that school district to institute 
public school choice to provide, for 
that child who is in a failing school, 
their parents an opportunity to send 
them to another public school that is 
not failing or to take advantage of 
extra learning time provided, in some 
cases, by a private vendor after school. 

We say if a school is failing after 4 
years, that school has to be reconsti-
tuted as a charter school or turned 
over to a private sector vendor to run 
that school or simply the school is re-
constituted with a new administration 
and new faculty. But while we call for 
some serious steps in our account-
ability plan in this legislation to re-
quire public school choice when schools 
are failing children in some cases, and 
to require as one of three options the 
establishment of charter schools, 
transforming existing schools into 
charter schools, those are options that 
cost money. 

One of the amendments that will be 
proposed by Senator GREGG, myself, 
and others is legislation saying if we 
are going to mandate public school 
choice, we need to provide assistance. 
If we are going to require, as one of the 
three options, turning a failing school 
into a charter school, we need to pro-
vide resources there as well. 

Let me close with this point as I ap-
proach the end of my 15 minutes. I hon-
estly believe there is more before the 
legislation that we will be debating 
this week to unite us than divide us. 
Most Members, including Democrats 
and Republicans, and I believe this 
President, understands the need to in-
vest more money in programs that 
work to raise student achievement, 
targeted to kids who need the help the 
most. I will not quarrel whether 10 per-
cent, 15 percent, or 20 percent in-
creases, or more, are enough, but we all 
understand we need to invest more re-
sources targeted to the kids who need 
it, in programs that work to raise stu-
dent achievement. 

The second area where we are in 
agreement, generally, is that the 
money we provide from the Federal 
Government should be provided flexi-
bly. We should not try to micromanage 
what is going on in the schools. We 
should say, here is the money to use; 
target it for kids who need it most. 
You figure how to best use it in your 
school and school district to help your 
kids. 

As we provide more money and we 
provide the money more flexibly, it is 
critically important we demand re-
sults, that we call for and require ac-
countability. There have to be con-
sequences. They do not have to be neg-
ative. There have to be consequences to 
make sure we are not throwing good 
money after bad money. 
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We will debate a lot of issues in this 

Senate Chamber this year. For my 
money, I think for our taxpayers’ 
money, this is maybe one of the most 
important issues we will consider. It 
will go probably as far in determining 
whether we will continue to be the su-
perpower in the world we have today 
100 years from now. All the rest that 
we do, we can debate and decide. 

I look forward to joining my col-
leagues in this debate, doing what is 
best for kids. The approach we take, I 
hope, is what I call the ‘‘tough love’’ 
approach, demonstrated when we took 
up welfare reform 5 years ago. A cer-
tain toughness in the approach was 
adopted and there is a lot of love and 
compassion, as well. There will be a 
similar approach. We will be successful 
and our children will be successful not 
just in this debate but in what follows. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, at the 

outset I commend my distinguished 
colleague from Delaware for his state-
ment on the issues of flexibility and 
local control and accountability. In a 
few months in the Senate he has made 
a distinct contribution. It is good to 
share the train with the Senator from 
Delaware. I have done so with his dis-
tinguished colleague, Senator BIDEN, 
for many years. Those hours on the 
train enable some Members to learn 
more about each other and to come to 
bipartisan agreements on a great many 
of the issues. At the outset, I com-
pliment the Senator from Delaware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. ENZI. I rise today to support S. 
1 and to talk about the motion to pro-
ceed on which we have gotten cloture 
and are now debating, with some limi-
tations on each Senator’s time, but 
still debating whether to proceed on 
debating education. 

I haven’t heard anybody who hasn’t 
said that education is the most impor-
tant thing on which we have to work. 
For a week we didn’t get to debate edu-
cation. Now we are only getting to de-
bate proceeding to education. We ought 
to be talking about the issues and the 
amendments and getting a bill done 
and through here. 

Talking to the folks back in my 
school districts, right now what they 
are concentrating on is the end of the 
year, graduation for seniors. Imme-
diately after that happens, they need 
to be planning for next fall. 

We are talking about elementary and 
secondary education reauthorization, 
which is where we outline in what pro-
grams schools can be involved. Don’t 
you think they kind of need to know 
that when they start planning for fall? 
If they do not know by the time they 
start planning for fall, then they have 
to delay what we are talking about for 
a year. So it could be a year and a 
quarter before any of the reforms that 
all of us agree on can go into effect. 

When I listened to the debate this 
morning, the discussion was over how 

much money would be put in this bill. 
This bill is not an appropriations bill. 
This is an authorization bill. This is 
where we talk about what programs 
can be done. Later we talk about how 
much money to spend on those pro-
grams. 

One of the reasons I find it particu-
larly fascinating that the Democrats 
have done a little filibuster on the 
amount of money is that this is the 
first time the Republicans have been in 
charge when we have gotten to do a re-
authorization of education. I have to 
tell you, we are really excited about it 
because there is some tremendous po-
tential in education out there. 

We are talking about the amount of 
money in the authorization bill. I find 
that particularly interesting because I 
went back to see how much they talked 
about money the last time this was au-
thorized. The last time this was au-
thorized the Democrats were the ma-
jority and the President was a Demo-
crat. Do you know how much addi-
tional money they insisted be put in 
for the authorization of programs? No 
additional money. Money was not part 
of authorization. The Democrats have 
been in the reauthorizing lead for 35 
years, and the amount of money has 
not been the issue in the authorization 
bills. 

So what is the difference now? A lit-
tle chance to pound on the Republicans 
and reduce the amount of civility and 
bipartisanship that has already been 
shown on this bill. That should not 
happen. 

The plain truth is that without re-
form any increase would be just an-
other drop in the $400 million—$400 bil-
lion; I have to start thinking in these 
Washington terms—a drop in the $400 
billion education bucket. If money 
were our answer, we would not be here 
today. So we did not talk about it for 
35 years. We did not talk about it the 
last time. 

The Federal Government provides 6 
percent of the education dollar. We 
force 50 percent of the paperwork. We 
are the time waster generators. 

So we are going to increase that a 
little bit. Even under most cir-
cumstances it will not get much higher 
than that, and that is because we do 
expect the States to make the major 
effort. That is where the people live. 
That has been the tradition and the 
method for funding education. 

This is a difficult area. One of the 
reasons it is difficult is because every-
body has been to school, so that makes 
each of us and everybody who listens to 
any debate on education an expert. We 
do have people in our lives who have 
influenced us tremendously. Some of 
the greatest influence we get is in that 
period of time we spend in school, 
which is some of the most contact we 
get with adults when we are kids. 

Besides having gone to school, I also 
get some input from my daughter, who 
is a seventh grade English teacher in 
Gillette, WY, an outstanding English 
teacher. I am really pleased with the 

progress she makes with her students. I 
get to see that firsthand and hear 
about it. I have to say, while she has 
been teaching, she has also earned two 
master’s degrees. She just finished up 
the master’s degree in administration 
so she can at some time be a principal. 
She would much rather be a teacher, 
but she has seen where a lot of the 
money goes. 

We do need to get more money into 
the classroom for teachers so we can 
recruit and retain good teachers. My 
wife has a master’s degree in adult edu-
cation and emphasizes education quite 
a bit. 

Some of my best mentors in my life 
have been people with whom I worked 
in the legislature who worked in edu-
cation. On the State level, it is a much 
bigger deal than it is here because that 
is where the money comes from and 
that is where the decisions are made 
for the kids. Even at the State level 
what they do is defer the decisions, 
some of which we are trying to do, to 
the school boards themselves. That is a 
very important trend, and that is pro-
vided for in this bill. 

We are not talking about the amount 
of money, although some would like to 
distract the discussion so it talks 
about the amount of money. We need 
to be talking about how we are going 
to educate our kids, how we are going 
to reform the process. 

I do, first, want to applaud the entire 
committee for unanimously advancing 
this important bill before the full Sen-
ate. We did invest tremendous re-
sources in attempting to reauthorize 
ESEA last year, and I am pleased we 
made it our first priority this year. I 
am also impressed with the support of 
the new administration in seeing Presi-
dent Bush’s No. 1 priority take the 
next step in the legislative process. In 
the history of Presidential initiatives, 
I believe the work of this administra-
tion will serve as a model for biparti-
sanship on policies of national signifi-
cance. 

Frankly, I was stunned to hear the 
suggestions last week that our Presi-
dent has not taken any bipartisan ini-
tiatives. At both the staff and principal 
level, the White House has been ac-
tively engaged for weeks on negoti-
ating this powerful education reform 
bill that we have before us today. I ap-
plaud the product. I thank all the par-
ties for their investment of time, en-
ergy, and willingness to compromise— 
the necessary ingredients for biparti-
sanship without which we would not be 
advancing the bill today. 

This is my fifth year on the Edu-
cation Committee. The normal Edu-
cation Committee process is to have a 
markup that lasts 2 to 3 weeks and 
then come out along party lines. This, 
one of the most innovative bills that 
we have worked on, took 2 days and it 
came out unanimously. That has to be 
a record for the Education Committee 
on any of the bills with which we deal. 
That is bipartisanship. Unanimous is 
about as close as you can come. 
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This education reform bill, the BEST 

Act, reflects an understanding of the 
variation in needs between urban, sub-
urban, and rural schools. The bill argu-
ably addresses the concerns of all 
stakeholders in our children’s edu-
cation, and it does so in a bipartisan 
way. I believe the bill has struck mean-
ingful compromise and reflects a 
strong but appropriate role for the Fed-
eral partnership in elementary and sec-
ondary education. 

The State of Wyoming has invested 
tremendous amounts of time and 
money in developing high standards for 
learning. That has been a priority for 
quite a while—high standards of learn-
ing, reliable assessments, strong paren-
tal involvement, and other research- 
based education innovations. The 
BEST Act builds upon that work and 
solidifies the shared commitment to 
academic achievement for all children. 

The State of Wyoming also has a Web 
site where you can check on the grades 
of any of the schools. They take the 
testing they do and they show how 
well, by school, the report cards come 
out for those schools. So they have had 
strong assessments. 

The State of Wyoming is currently 
facing a crisis in education. We call it 
a teacher shortage. It is not about 
class size. It is about teachers’ salaries 
and a dwindling supply of qualified 
educators, particularly in light of the 
new high standards which the students 
must meet, which are on this Web site. 
But this is a problem for which the 
Federal Government can help provide a 
solution. 

Under title II of our bill, the focus is 
not only on preparing teachers but on 
helping schools recruit and retain high- 
quality teachers. Reducing the class 
sizes will be an allowable use of funds 
under this title, if that is the unique 
need of the particular school. 

I have to say, in Wyoming a lot of 
the schools have small class sizes. Even 
if they combined all of the classes into 
one class, it would be a very small 
class. We have some very small towns 
in Wyoming. It has been very impor-
tant through this process to maintain 
the capability for those small schools 
to operate as well. 

This bill also emphasizes the need to 
improve the access to education tech-
nology and to use it in the process of 
improving academic achievement. I 
like to think our State is a forerunner 
in that. Again, that is because of our 
distances. It is a way that kids who are 
not in our urban centers—and our big-
gest urban center is now 53,293 people— 
will still be able to get a diversified 
education. 

The goal of eliminating the duplica-
tive administrative application process 
and allowing schools to have one pot of 
funds for the range of technology uses, 
including teacher and administrative 
staff teaching, will make a difference. 
The digital divide will shrink and tech-
nology will become even more relevant 
as an educational tool. 

I have to divert for a moment and 
talk about some of the innovations in 
technology. 

About 10 days ago I happened to tour 
a school that deals with migrant work-
ers. I found that they had received a 
grant for laptops. The laptops are as-
signed to these children of migrant 
workers, and I suspect to other work-
ers as well. But it has all of the course 
work on it. It plugs into a modem that 
dials an 800 number to give their home-
work to the teacher to grade. It allows 
them to talk on line with the teacher. 
There is also an 800 phone number they 
can call to talk to the teacher. It is a 
very successful program. It was started 
with an old blue school bus that went 
around to migrant worker camps and 
followed the migrant workers. They 
gutted the bus. They put in a desk and 
some folding chairs. They started a 
school. They have progressed now to 
the point where they can accommodate 
a lot more kids using this laptop net-
work and some teachers who can be ac-
cessible at any time the students have 
an opportunity for it. 

There are some technological innova-
tions out there that will help rural stu-
dents and ones who move a lot. They 
are included in this bill. 

Very importantly, the bill clarifies 
the purpose of the President’s require-
ment that States expand existing as-
sessments and take on the new practice 
of participating annually in the NAEP 
test, which is the National Assessment 
of Educational Progress test, which 
many States, including Wyoming, cur-
rently administer to students. 

These clarifications go a long way in 
addressing the fundamental concerns 
by all parties that the Federal Govern-
ment not enact additional unfunded 
mandates and that the States continue 
to retain the flexibility to design their 
own standards of learning for students 
versus nationalized standards or tests. 
We will have to debate a little bit this 
interaction between anything that 
looks like a national test and a State 
test which follows the things kids in 
that area of the country need besides 
their basic education. 

While it is not a part of the reauthor-
ization, we would be remiss in meeting 
our commitment to the education of 
all children if we did not also prioritize 
funding of the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act. 

As we advocate meaningful education 
reform, I look forward to the continued 
support for strong increases in funding 
of IDEA but recognize that is part of 
the appropriations process and not part 
of the authorization process. Fully 
funding this important but costly Fed-
eral requirement is as critical as re-
quiring academic success in our class-
rooms. It is something we have been 
working toward and will continue to 
work toward. 

Throughout the consideration of the 
different elements of the BEST Act, I 
plan to discuss in more detail those 
that will most help Wyoming’s children 
succeed. 

In spite of increases in the Federal 
investment in elementary and sec-
ondary education, it does remain a 
fraction of the overall expenditures— 
less than 10 percent. I think the figure 
being used here is 6 percent, and also 7 
percent has been used. 

I remind people that 50 percent of the 
paperwork is generated by our very 
small funds. We force people to spend a 
lot of time for the money that comes 
from the Federal Government. 

I had a high school principal who 
took a leave of absence and came back 
to Washington to work in my office for 
a semester. He spent most of that time 
down at the Department of Education. 
He had been filling out these Federal 
forms for what seemed to him a life-
time, and he wanted to know what hap-
pened to them. 

Let me tell you what the results 
were. He was pleased to find out that 
the forms are scrutinized in detail, 
that every ‘‘t’’ has to be crossed and 
every ‘‘i’’ has to be dotted; everything 
has to be on the form. He was dis-
appointed to find out that was the last 
use of that form. It isn’t used to help 
any kid anywhere, but it maintains a 
job in the bureaucracy in Washington 
for that person who is making sure the 
form is completely filled out. That is 
not helping any kid in my State. 

If they do not put that information 
together and package it somehow so it 
is helpful to them, we ought to elimi-
nate the form—actually, a lot of forms. 
I mentioned that 50 percent of the pa-
perwork is generated in Washington. 

We have to help the schools maxi-
mize their dollars. I believe we can 
help improve our kids’ academic expe-
rience because of this. 

Planning for next year requires quick 
passage. I mentioned that. If we don’t 
have quick passage, we are getting past 
the planning stage for the next aca-
demic year; we will be forced to have 
the reform kick in 1 year later. 

We need to get on with this process. 
I hope we can have everybody get on 
board, end the filibuster that is in 
process, compromise on some time, and 
get the bill debated and move on to a 
better treatment of the kids of this 
country. 

I look forward to seeing this bill 
overwhelmingly adopted by the Senate 
and signed into law as quickly as pos-
sible. We cannot afford to shirk our 
commitment to reform and putting 
children first. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I say to the 
Senator from New York that I do have 
a unanimous consent request I want to 
offer. I believe that we will be having 
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some Senator from the other side of 
the aisle to discuss it with me briefly. 
It should not take too long. I thank the 
Senator for her courtesy in letting us 
do this now. 

Mr. President, obviously we need to 
go forward with the discussion, the 
general debate, and the amendment 
process on the education reform pack-
age. Earlier today, the vote on the mo-
tion to proceed was an overwhelming 
96–3. I thought that was a clear indica-
tion that we were ready to go to S. 1, 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act. 

I had the impression that we would 
have time spent this afternoon dis-
cussing education—not actually on the 
bill because time is allowed postcloture 
to talk about the bill in general, but 
that we would be able to go to the bill 
itself and begin debate on the bill at 
6:15 or 6:30 this evening and tomorrow 
we would actually be into the amend-
ment process. That seemed a fair way 
to proceed. 

I am being told now that there is ob-
jection to us even proceeding to gen-
eral debate on the bill itself. Also, I 
have the impression—and I am glad to 
see Senator DASCHLE in the Chamber; 
maybe he can clarify this for me—part 
of the reason is, Senators do not want 
to go to the bill and begin the amend-
ment process until the substitute has 
been offered because they do not want 
to offer an amendment to the under-
lying bill and then have to offer it later 
to the agreed-to compromise bill. But I 
would be glad to ask consent or work 
out an agreement that any amendment 
that is offered before then would be ap-
plied to the compromise managers’ 
amendment that might be offered 
later. 

My concern, I say to Senator 
DASCHLE, and to Senator KENNEDY, who 
I see just coming into the Chamber, is 
that a lot of good work has been done. 
It has been bipartisan. The administra-
tion has been involved. It has been un-
derstandable that it took some more 
time. My attitude on that is, if more 
time is needed, let’s take it. But now 
we are on the verge of going through a 
second week without actually getting 
on the bill. 

I know a lot of Senators are going to 
want to speak in general debate and 
will have amendments to offer, and it 
is going to take some time. The idea 
that we could spend, hopefully, time 
tomorrow on general debate and begin 
the amendment process, decide how we 
are going to deal with perhaps amend-
ments on Friday, and begin to make 
progress seemed to be a very positive 
thing. 

So I hope we can go to the bill and 
begin debate on it this afternoon, to-
night, and then be prepared to have 
more time tomorrow in general debate, 
if we need to, and then go to the 
amendments. 

Before I ask consent, I will yield to 
Senator DASCHLE to see if we can get 
an agreement worked out so that if 
there are amendments that are offered, 

they would apply to not only the un-
derlying bill, S. 1, but to any com-
promise amendment that is agreed to. I 
did discuss that with Senator KENNEDY, 
and he did not think that would be a 
problem. 

I would be glad to yield to Senator 
DASCHLE for a response. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the majority leader yielding. 
Let me say, he has attempted to reach 
me earlier, and I have been tied up in 
important meetings. I did not know he 
was trying to reach me until just a few 
minutes ago. But I apologize for not 
getting back to him sooner. 

Mr. LOTT. I understand. We both are 
running from meeting to meeting. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Senator LOTT and I 
talked about this very question last 
week. I understand his desire to move 
to the legislation. I said I would be sup-
portive of an effort to do that. But 
there are two outstanding issues. The 
one that we talked about last week, 
and continues to be a very big concern, 
is what kind of a commitment we can 
get from the administration on overall 
funding. I had indicated at that time 
when we discussed this matter last 
week that even though that is critical 
to all of us, and even though many of 
our colleagues believe more strongly in 
that than any other question, that I 
was prepared to move to the bill even if 
we had not yet completed our discus-
sions with the administration and our 
Republican colleagues about that, in 
spite of the fact that many of our col-
leagues were very concerned about tak-
ing that approach. 

The second issue, of course, has to do 
with having the language. The major-
ity leader puts his finger on one of the 
concerns we have, but there are two. 
The first concern, of course, is what 
happens if you offer amendments. And, 
of course, that is subject then to a 
unanimous consent agreement that we 
accommodate Senators who have of-
fered amendments in good faith. And I 
guess there isn’t the confidence, at 
least right now, that we might even be 
able to get a unanimous consent agree-
ment that allows Senators the con-
fidence of knowing that even though 
they are amending the substitute that 
they have not yet seen, that it would 
be accommodated if ultimately we 
agreed to that substitute. 

So I think the larger question is one 
that many of our colleagues have ex-
pressed to me personally, even as late 
as in the last half-hour, and that is 
that they are just uncomfortable mov-
ing to a bill for which we have not been 
given any information. I think a lot of 
our negotiators are talking back and 
forth, and they are attempting to re-
solve the outstanding differences. 

The problem is that I will say at 
least 90 percent of our caucus has not 
seen even the first draft of the sub-
stitute. They are understandably con-
cerned about committing to a motion 
to proceed before they have had a 

chance to even look at it. I think what 
I made clear to the majority leader last 
week was that we had to at least re-
solve the language issue before we 
could make the motion to proceed. 

I also supported, as 95 of my col-
leagues this morning did, the motion 
on cloture to proceed. But I am very 
uncomfortable asking my colleagues to 
accept language that they have not 
seen yet. I am told that we are very 
near this point of agreement that 
would then allow us to print a docu-
ment that we could share with all of 
our colleagues and I think substan-
tially increase the confidence levels 
about what it is we are agreeing to on 
the motion to proceed. 

So I hope that our colleagues could 
work extra hard in the next few hours 
and through the night and present us 
with an agreed-upon substitute tomor-
row that we could share with our col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle so 
that we could all vote for the motion 
to proceed. I think there would be a 
strong vote for it. But that is really 
the essence of my concern. 

I am willing to put aside, for the mo-
ment, the funding question, even 
though, as I say, I cannot tell you the 
depth of feeling there is in our caucus 
about proceeding without some agree-
ment. But I think it is very difficult 
for us to agree on a substitute prior to 
the time we have even seen it. 

So I again reiterate what I thought I 
expressed to the majority leader was 
my concern last week, and that would 
be the reason we would have to object 
at this time. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I could 
respond, Senator DASCHLE mentioned 
to me last week that there was a need 
to see the language. I passed the word 
that certainly that should be made 
available. I am surprised. While I have 
not been directly involved in all the ne-
gotiations, I thought that everybody 
was familiar with all that was going on 
and that basically Senator KENNEDY 
and others have the language, know 
the language, and if there is any out-
standing language, they would know 
what that is. 

So for a week we have been saying, 
let’s share the language, and let’s move 
on. Maybe the problem is that the lan-
guage is continuing to be modified. But 
how long does that go on? We talk 
about the regular order, the legislative 
process. The way you usually do it is 
you call up a bill, and a managers’ 
amendment is offered, amendments are 
offered. I do not know if we can ever 
get every word agreed to. I assume 
there are going to be Senators on both 
sides of the aisle who are going to offer 
some amendments to make further 
changes. 

But my urging would be—on both 
sides of the aisle—let’s give them the 
language. Somebody has some lan-
guage somewhere. I am being assured 
Republicans are not hiding in the cor-
ner, holding back language that they 
won’t share. If there is anything that 
Senator KENNEDY is not aware of, I am 
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not aware of it. I would urge that we 
get that language agreed to. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I ask the majority 
leader if he would yield for just a short 
response? 

Mr. LOTT. Sure. 
Mr. DASCHLE. The majority leader 

is right. I think part of the language is 
agreed to, and I think a lot of our col-
leagues have seen that. But I think it 
is fair to say that both sides of the 
aisle would agree that a very signifi-
cant part of this whole effort is the 
issue of accountability. And it is on ac-
countability that we are still hung up, 
that we have this moving target. We 
have evolving language that still has 
yet to be nailed down. 

Were it not for the fact that account-
ability is so important, I think there 
would be a lot more interest in trying 
to see if we could resolve this matter. 
But it is a key question. Because it is, 
and because this moving target seems 
to be one that continues to change as 
we go from hour to hour and day to 
day, that is the issue. 

However, I will join with the major-
ity leader, I would love to see both 
sides come together, finalize the lan-
guage, and offer amendments if we are 
not satisfied with it. 

Mr. LOTT. I have always observed in 
a legislative body you have to have a 
closer. You have to have somebody who 
says: This is good enough; let’s go for 
it. We have had all of last week and 
now half of this week. We continue to 
negotiate. 

I guess I will have to assume some re-
sponsibility because if I had known we 
were not going to be able to go to the 
education bill—the No. 1 priority in al-
most everybody’s mind in the coun-
try—we could have been considering 
other legislation. 

I have continued to hope that with 
one more half day, one more day, we 
could get going; we could have a full 
debate and offer amendments. 

If I had known we were going to be 
stalled out on education, I would have 
gone to other issues, and maybe that is 
what we ought to do now. If I under-
stand correctly, Senator DASCHLE indi-
cates he doesn’t think this idea that 
any amendment would be considered to 
be applicable to the bill or the sub-
stitute, that we might not get an 
agreement to do that, but would it help 
if we could do that? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Again, that would 
help a good deal, but that does not 
solve the other problem. There are 
many on our side who feel so strongly 
about this issue of accountability that 
they want to be able to see the lan-
guage prior to the time they are asked 
to vote on the motion to proceed. 

I have to respect the wishes of those 
colleagues who have made that fact 
known to me. Clearly, it would help if 
we had that language. It would solve 
part of the problem. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, parliamen-
tary inquiry: How much time is re-
maining postcloture on the motion to 
proceed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will 
take 1 minute to calculate. 

Mr. LOTT. I assume there must be 24, 
25 hours remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty- 
six hours 15 minutes. 

Mr. LOTT. I guess if we run off all of 
that time, it would be tomorrow night 
or Friday before we could get to gen-
eral debate on the bill. I hope we will 
not have to do that. Maybe there is 
some plan to have language available 
tonight for some press conference an-
nouncing that language tomorrow. Is 
there some indication that maybe we 
could go to the general debate in the 
morning? Do we know? I guess what I 
am asking is, are we going to have to 
run off the full 24 or 25 hours? 

Mr. DASCHLE. If the majority leader 
will yield, that is not my expectation. 
As I said, both sides have been working 
to try to resolve the outstanding dif-
ference. I was hoping by now we would 
have resolved it. I was hoping we would 
be able to say that we now have a draft 
we can share with everybody. Unfortu-
nately, that is still not the case. I can’t 
imagine that this is going to go on 
much longer. 

Mr. LOTT. Could I inquire of Senator 
DASCHLE, would it be his recommenda-
tion that we set aside education and 
try to go to other legislation for the 
balance of this week? I hate for us to 
let the rest of this evening, tonight, 
and tomorrow go without making 
progress on education or any other bill. 
If he thinks we should consider that, 
maybe he and I could talk after we 
leave here. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I would be happy to 
talk to the majority leader about pos-
sibilities we might entertain. 

Mr. LOTT. I confess, what I am try-
ing to do is to put pressure on all par-
ties, not just on the Democratic side or 
the administration, everybody. Let’s 
come to some sort of agreement one 
way or the other. Let’s get started. 

I had planned to ask unanimous con-
sent that we would yield back all time 
and proceed to the bill itself at 6:15, 
but it is obvious Senator DASCHLE be-
lieves now that he would be in a posi-
tion to have to object, so I will not go 
through that exercise. 

I do emphasize to all that everybody 
agrees we have a monumental, historic 
opportunity to get major education re-
form and increases in funds for edu-
cation. I hope we can get to the bill 
itself within the next half a day at a 
very minimum. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York. 
Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I ap-

preciate the dialog that just occurred 
between the leaders because, certainly, 
it is critical that the debate on edu-
cation commence and that we do every-
thing within our power to provide more 
resources, greater opportunities, and 
accountability to our children around 
the country. 

As a new Member to this body, I am 
one who shares the concern about actu-

ally seeing the language of the bill and 
trying to be sure that we know what it 
is we are debating and that the people 
back in our States who we represent 
have a chance to be part of this debate 
by being able to read and study and 
provide comments about what it is we 
are considering in the Senate. I know 
it may, from time to time, be a little 
frustrating, but until we actually have 
a bill with language that will deter-
mine the future of education funding 
from the Federal Government for 5 to 7 
years, it is a wiser course for us to be 
prudent and thoughtful and to wait 
until we actually know what it is we 
are debating and what the potential 
impact of these provisions could be on 
the lives of real children. After all, this 
debate is going to set the stage for how 
much or how little we as a Nation will 
do for elementary, junior high, middle, 
and high schools. 

I am particularly concerned about 
the impact we will have on our need-
iest children, those who are too often 
left behind. We still have too many 
children who are not reading at grade 
level and who are being taught by 
uncertified teachers, and too many who 
are in overcrowded classrooms and di-
lapidated school buildings. I know that 
all of us on both sides of the aisle agree 
that we can do better than this. We 
can’t just sign a blank check or decide 
that we can proceed on bill language 
we have not even seen and discharge 
our responsibilities to the children we 
represent in this body. 

Many of my colleagues and I have se-
rious concerns about the substance of 
the bill. For example, the block grant 
demonstration program, so far as we 
are aware of it without having seen the 
language of it, does not target enough 
funds to our highest-need districts and 
will mean less control for local school 
districts on how best to invest their 
Federal education dollars. Because we 
have not yet seen the final version of 
the bill we are considering, we don’t 
know whether there is a genuine com-
mitment to devote the resources nec-
essary to make the promise of greater 
accountability a realistic outcome. 

Just as we expect teachers, adminis-
trators, and students to abide by a high 
standard of accountability, we should 
bring our backroom negotiations to the 
floor of the Senate for all of us to hear. 
That is why I voted to proceed with the 
bill. But we should do it on the basis of 
an actual bill. I, for one, am willing to 
wait and to be patient until we actu-
ally get the bill and then to proceed in 
an expeditious manner. 

If we look at where the negotiations 
are and what we are attempting to 
achieve, we have a great opportunity 
to accomplish some very important 
goals for the people of this country. We 
all share the goal of improving our Na-
tion’s schools. We agree that everyone 
should be held more accountable for 
turning around failing schools. There is 
a bipartisan agreement that is very 
strong for ensuring that all children 
should be taught by high quality teach-
ers and that parents should know the 
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quality of the schools their children at-
tend. 

This bill, so far as it is reported to 
us, does a tremendous job of strength-
ening accountability. I applaud Sen-
ators KENNEDY and BINGAMAN for lead-
ing the negotiations that have resulted 
in important accountability provisions. 

Some have asked: Why don’t we just 
call it quits. Let’s just put in more ac-
countability. Let’s just test our chil-
dren every year from third through 
eighth grade. We don’t need to do any 
more than that. 

I ask: What is it we are attempting 
to achieve? If all it does is to put more 
accountability on the already existing 
testing systems that every one of our 
States have employed, what is it we 
hope to achieve? 

The answer is that in order to have 
real accountability, we have to marry 
those accountability measures with 
targeted additional resources, invested 
wisely, that will really make the dif-
ference as to whether the tests actu-
ally create better educational out-
comes. 

Resources would make a difference 
for children such as Delano Tucker, a 
fifth grader from PS 41 in the Bronx, 
who wrote me that his entire fifth 
grade class was asking for help to im-
prove education. Here is what Delano 
said: 

We need more books, but we can’t do that 
without more money. My second reason is we 
need more teachers because classes are too 
crowded. The third reason is children are 
passing without knowing how to read. 

We don’t need to get a bunch of ex-
perts or Senators who can come up 
with a better analysis than what Dela-
no just gave us. We need better teach-
ers, more books, less crowded class-
rooms, and we should not be passing 
children who don’t know how to read. 

Resources would make a difference 
for the nearly 168,000 children who go 
to school every day in overcrowded 
classes in New York City. We are losing 
teachers every single day because 
teachers can’t teach in the kind of cir-
cumstances that we are presenting for 
the state of education in many of our 
cities. 

One New York City parent recently 
shared her thoughts with me, writing 
that: 

I am a parent of two young children—one 
in kindergarten and one in third grade. They 
are both bright, but they suffer from learn-
ing difficulties, in part, because they are try-
ing to learn in classes of 28 children. They 
are unable to get the individual attention 
they need because they are competing for 
the teacher’s attention with so many. 

How can we expect children in classes 
that are that crowded, given the dif-
ficulties and issues that children bring 
to school today, to be able to get the 
same quality of education that we 
know works so well when classes are 
smaller in the early grades? 

Resources would have made a real 
difference for the fourth grade teacher 
at the 82-year-old Mechanicville Ele-
mentary School, just north of Albany, 
NY, who last year was struck in the 

head by concrete from the ceiling as 
she was teaching because the school 
was in such disrepair. 

My colleagues and I have heard simi-
lar stories from students and teachers 
in every State around the country. Al-
though education is, and always will 
be, a local issue, it has to be a national 
concern. Some of the most severe prob-
lems in education today require na-
tional solutions. I think that is why we 
are here today debating education. 

How will investing in school repairs 
and renovations help to raise student 
achievement? I think the answer is 
self-evident, especially if you have a 
teacher hit in the head with concrete 
falling from the ceiling. We know from 
research that children benefit when 
they attend school buildings that are 
in good physical condition. 

A 1996 study of large urban high 
schools in Virginia found that student 
achievement was as much as 11 per-
centile points lower in substandard 
buildings as compared to standard 
buildings. 

Another study found that the quality 
of air inside public school facilities 
may significantly affect students’ abil-
ity to concentrate. In fact, the evi-
dence suggests that children under 10 
are more vulnerable than adults to the 
types of contaminants found in school 
facilities. We have seen reports and 
studies about working conditions in 
urban schools, concluding that they 
‘‘have direct positive and negative ef-
fects on teacher morale, their sense of 
personal safety, their feelings of effec-
tiveness, and on the general learning 
environment.’’ That kind of scientific 
conclusion is reinforced by the experi-
ence of students in Mount Vernon, NY, 
who go to school with air ducts that 
are so old and so clogged up and filled 
with pigeon and rat droppings that 
they can’t even breathe decent air; or 
the students in Cohoes, NY, who go to 
a school that banned the use of chalk 
because they have inadequate ventila-
tion, and the chalk dust would hang 
like a curtain in the air. 

Too many of our students are trying 
to learn in cramped trailers such as in 
this photo taken in Queens. These may 
be so-called ‘‘temporary’’ trailers, but 
they can end up representing a big part 
of a child’s educational experience. 

Too many of our children are in hall-
ways with many distractions and far 
too little room. This photo represents a 
common sight in schools in New York. 
This is not a classroom. This is a hall-
way. The children aren’t in a classroom 
that you and I remember, where there 
is a chalk board, a teacher’s desk, and 
the desks of the children, and bulletin 
boards with pretty displays. This is a 
hallway and this is their classroom. 

I don’t know how much longer we can 
keep hearing stories about hallway 
classrooms, falling concrete, condi-
tions in the classroom that are 
unhealthy, and not recognize that we 
should be helping our school districts, 
many of which cannot possibly afford 
to raise their property taxes. We can’t 

ask hard-pressed parents to put even 
more money into the property tax 
base. We should be helping the parents 
in those school districts. 

During this debate, I will do every-
thing I can to urge my colleagues to 
support Senator HARKIN’s efforts to in-
clude authorization for an emergency 
renovation and repair fund that would 
certainly make a difference for some of 
the schools we just saw. 

I will also be offering my own amend-
ment to examine the impact of dilapi-
dated schools on the health of our chil-
dren. It is simply unacceptable in 
America in the beginning of the 21st 
century that our children should have 
to attend schools that not only impair 
their ability to learn but even make 
them sick. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator from New 
York yield for a question? 

Mrs. CLINTON. Yes, I will. 
Mr. REID. It is my understanding 

that the Senator from New York has 
had experience in the past in dealing 
with issues such as we are trying to 
deal with here. Is that true? 

Mrs. CLINTON. Yes, that is. 
Mr. REID. Would she tell the Senator 

from Nevada some of the things she has 
worked on in the past? 

Mrs. CLINTON. As the Senator 
points out, I have been involved in im-
proving education and reforming our 
accountability measures since 1983, 
when ‘‘A Nation At Risk’’ was first 
issued by then-President Reagan’s 
Commission on Education. I was one of 
the first in our country to ask for 
much stricter accountability, to test 
not only students but also teachers, 
and to hold schools to a very high 
standard. If they did not succeed in 
passing 85 percent of their children be-
yond a level of acceptable learning out-
comes, the school would be in danger of 
being taken over. That was 18 years 
ago. 

So there is really nothing new in 
what we are discussing today, as the 
Senator from Nevada knows so well. 
We want to do the best job we can in 
raising standards; yes, we do. That is 
something many of us have worked on, 
and we have actually seen some posi-
tive results in some of our schools over 
the last 18 years. But we know there 
have to be the kind of conditions in 
learning circumstances in our classes, 
in our schools, that will enable these 
accountability measures to be success-
ful. 

Mr. REID. I will ask one final ques-
tion to the Senator from New York. We 
know that there has been talk from the 
other side saying throwing money at 
the problem doesn’t solve anything. 
The Senator from New York realizes 
that. But would the Senator also ac-
knowledge that money is going to help 
some of these problems? 

Mrs. CLINTON. As the Senator 
knows, when somebody says money 
doesn’t make a difference, they are 
talking about somebody else and some-
body else’s money. Every one of us in 
this body goes to the extra length of 
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making sure that our children and any 
children we care about are given those 
kinds of resources that will enable a 
child to learn. 

Money is not the only answer to what 
we need to do if we are serious about 
zeroing in on those children most in 
need. Most of our schools in this coun-
try are doing a fine job. 

I live in a district in New York that 
is one of the best in the entire country. 
Many of the other districts in our sub-
urbs and rural and city areas are pro-
ducing good students who care about 
learning. Our real problems are in 
those areas with concentrated poverty. 

I have seen the Senator from Con-
necticut come into the Chamber. He 
has a passion about getting our re-
sources targeted where they can do the 
most good. So to anybody who says 
money is not the only answer, of 
course, I say money is not the only an-
swer, but money helps when married to 
accountability and invested in getting 
rid of conditions such as the ones I am 
showing here on the picture where 
there are so many children in this 
classroom, where it is impossible for 
even the best trained teacher to be able 
to communicate effectively with these 
children. This is a classroom where the 
children are coming from backgrounds 
where English is not their first lan-
guage, coming from concentrated pov-
erty, often difficult family situations. 

So when somebody says we don’t 
want to throw money at it, I say, 
that’s right. I want to target money to 
make sure we clean up our dilapidated 
classes and schools and that we provide 
lower class size so that the teachers 
who are willing to go into our hard-to- 
teach areas will be able to have a de-
cent chance to reach these children; to 
recruit and retain teachers who come 
in with idealism and find themselves in 
situations such as this and within a 
year or two are gone. 

For me, there isn’t a contradiction 
here, as the Senator from Nevada 
knows so well. We need to have the 
kinds of accountability that is effec-
tive and will work but without the re-
sources we are not going to be success-
ful. 

We are going to find, as I have said in 
the past, that we are just passing out 
thermometers in the midst of an epi-
demic. We are going to find that every-
body has a raging fever, but we don’t 
have the resources or the will to help 
them get well. We can do both. That is 
what this opportunity provides. 

I appreciate the concern of the Sen-
ator from Nevada. We have to have a 
good debate. It is only fair, if we are 
asking that we invest more dollars in 
education from the Federal Govern-
ment, we be able to justify the use of 
those dollars and we tell our constitu-
ents and our colleagues where they will 
go. I have pointed out they go to help-
ing clean, repair, and construct schools 
we need. Second, they go to reducing 
class size. The situation shown in this 
picture is unacceptable. 

We are under court order in New 
York City to have only certified teach-

ers in the classes. That sounds great, 
and I am for it, but in order to have 
certified, qualified teachers go into a 
situation such as this, we will have to 
make a contract with these teachers 
that this situation will improve; they 
will find they will have a chance, actu-
ally, to teach; otherwise, they will vote 
with their feet and either leave to go to 
a suburban district where they are paid 
a lot more, in a lot better situation, or 
they will leave teaching altogether. 

I am not talking about something 
that is anecdotal. We have research 
from Project STAR in Tennessee that 
demonstrates children assigned to 
smaller classes in grades K–3 received 
better grades, higher test scores, and 
were less likely to drop out of school or 
be held back through their entire edu-
cational careers. This is a research 
study that has gone on for 15 years in 
the entire State of Tennessee. I ap-
plaud the State because they made the 
investment to evaluate what they were 
doing. 

We found that the children who bene-
fited the most were poor and minority 
children. By all means, test them and 
find out if they are failing. But be fair 
and give them a chance to succeed. 
That is what we are calling for when 
we ask for reduced class sizes. 

We know if we don’t recruit teachers 
we will not be able to continue teach-
ing anybody. Right now we have a na-
tional crisis when it comes to recruit-
ing and retaining teachers. There isn’t 
any more important factor than teach-
er quality in improving student 
achievement. Yet if you are a young 
teacher placed in a situation such as 
this, if your classroom is a hallway, as 
I have seen in some schools in New 
York, a closet, that makes it very dif-
ficult to teach. 

I recently heard from a constituent 
in Farmingdale, NY, who told me their 
elementary school alone needs 16 new 
teachers for kindergarten. In Buffalo, 
231 teachers retired last year, com-
pared with an average of 92 retirees in 
each of the preceding 8 years. 

We can’t just mandate that school 
districts go out and hire certified, 
qualified teachers without providing 
some resources to make that possible. 
We tried that in New York City. The 
court order said hire only certified 
teachers and put those certified teach-
ers into the classes where the kids are 
most at risk. So the school district 
went out, hired 2,000 certified teachers, 
assigned them to schools as depicted in 
this picture and the previous pictures, 
and the 2,000 certified teachers 
wouldn’t take the job. Who can blame 
them? They are certified teachers, 
qualified; they pass the tests; they 
have taken the courses; they are as-
signed to a school where the conditions 
to teach are impossible. 

If we are going to say let’s only have 
certified, qualified teachers, then for 
goodness’ sake, provide help to dis-
tricts such as those I represent so we 
can actually recruit and keep those 
certified, qualified teachers. I strongly 

believe this bill should include a teach-
er recruitment section. I am working 
with a bipartisan group to offer an 
amendment to help school districts 
meet the demands for certified teach-
ers. 

Let me turn now to title I. I would 
like to paint a picture of what full 
funding for title I means for the chil-
dren of New York City. Yesterday, sev-
eral of my colleagues from the other 
side of the aisle came to the floor to 
talk about the failure of title I to im-
prove student learning and dismissed 
the idea that fully funding title I could 
result in increased student achieve-
ment. 

I want to be sure the American peo-
ple have the facts about title I. The 
real fact, as presented by the inde-
pendent, nonpartisan Congressional 
Research Service, is that in fiscal year 
2001 Congress provided school districts 
with only one-third of the resources 
needed to fully serve eligible students 
in order to help close the achievement 
gap. Even with this limited Federal in-
vestment, our school districts have 
shown real gains in reading and math. 

In 1999, the Council of Great City 
Schools found fourth and eighth grad-
ers in urban schools boosted their per-
formance in reading and math. In fact, 
87.5 percent of the urban school dis-
tricts showed reading gains in Title I 
schools and 83 percent showed math 
gains. Moreover, the study found that 
the percentage of title I students in 
urban schools below the 25th percentile 
had been declining over 2- and 3-year 
periods while the percentage of title I 
students between the 25th and 50th per-
centile was increasing. 

There are those who will still deny 
these facts and make the claim that 
title I doesn’t make a difference. I 
often think Washington is the only evi-
dence-free zone in our country. The 
facts are the facts. Title I does make a 
difference. Imagine the results if cities 
such as New York, Buffalo, Rochester, 
or Syracuse were able to assist all our 
title I eligible students rather than 
just a third of them. It would mean, for 
example, in New York City, we could 
lower the current threshold and serve 
an additional 99,295 children. The city 
could invest in strategies that work 
better. We could provide extended time 
initiatives that we know make a dif-
ference with children. We could expand 
early literacy intervention, and inter-
vention strategies, have classroom pro-
fessional development for teachers. 

As we look at the bill, we need to 
look at a full investment in title I. It 
is not just a game of imagination but a 
real investment in student improve-
ment that will pay off down the road. I 
will support Senator DODD and Senator 
COLLINS in their efforts to include full 
funding of title I in this bill. 

Finally, let me touch on the issue of 
testing. In 1983, I called for student 
tests, high-stake student and high- 
stake teacher tests. I take a back seat 
to no one when it comes to using test-
ing and other measures of account-
ability to find out how well we are 
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doing and hold ourselves accountable. 
But let’s be sure the tests are actually 
going to accomplish the purpose for 
which they are intended. We need to 
look at how children do from year to 
year, to help teachers modify and indi-
vidualize curriculum, and provide par-
ents with timely information. We have 
to make sure that if they take a test in 
the winter, they get the results that 
winter, not the following fall when the 
children have moved on. We have to 
help schools know what the standard 
should be so they are not teaching to 
the tests but they are trying to meas-
ure the standards they have set. And 
we have to help pay for the tests. 

In New York alone, it would cost $16 
million to comply with these new Fed-
eral testing requirements. Only $8 mil-
lion would be provided by the Federal 
Government; the other $8 million is 
from scarce State resources. We need 
to be sure we are fair to our States. If 
we are going to mandate testing, let’s 
not make it an unfunded mandate. 
Let’s provide the resources needed. If 
we do develop and implement the tests, 
we need to have the resources to ensure 
that our children from the most dis-
advantaged circumstances can pass and 
excel in those tests. I think that means 
smaller classrooms, modern schools, 
quality teachers. 

As we go forward in this debate, I 
hope we will think hard about the im-
pact we will have on our children, and 
that we do everything we possibly can 
to make sure we don’t just pass a bill 
but we really do provide the resources 
to reform education and produce better 
results across our country. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. How much time 

remains on each side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SMITH of Oregon). Twenty-five minutes 
remains on the Republican side and 22 
minutes remains on the Democratic 
side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? If no time is requested, it 
will be deducted from both sides equal-
ly. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the order for 
the quorum call be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
would like to be notified when I have 
taken 3 minutes because I think it is 
very important that we discuss edu-
cation reforms. 

I think all of us have the same goal. 
Every one of us believes that public 
education is not meeting the standards 
we envisioned for this country when we 
established public education as the 
basis for democracy. The question is, 

How do we do better? We have been 
adding more money for education for 
the last 50 years, but we have not seen 
an improvement in test scores or in the 
actual quality of education of our chil-
dren who are graduating from public 
schools. 

There are some public schools that 
are terrific. Those are the schools 
where parents and teachers and prin-
cipals work together, where there is an 
openness, where the principal wel-
comes the parents to be a part of the 
process. But the schools that are fail-
ing are the schools that are afraid of 
accountability. There are teachers who 
do not want to have tests. Why don’t 
they want to have tests? You can only 
assume they are concerned that they 
will not pass and that their students 
will not pass. That is not acceptable. 

We have to have accountability. We 
have to have information for parents. 
Parents must know which schools are 
failing. If those schools are failing, we 
need to know how to bring them up to 
the higher standards. The best way to 
do that is to look at other schools that 
are alike in demographics, to allow 
them to see what the good schools with 
those demographics are doing: What 
are they doing right? That is what our 
reforms are meant to do. 

We are focusing on accountability. 
Yes, it will hurt in some ways. It will 
hurt if you fail. But wouldn’t we rather 
have a failure early in a school career, 
so we can correct it and give that child 
the real chance in life? Or do we want 
to continue social promotions with 
failing programs so the child never has 
the chance to reach his or her full po-
tential? I do not think that is what we 
want. We want to let the child succeed. 
To do that, we need accountability. We 
might need failure so we know what 
the problems are and we can bring 
them up to standard. 

That means we need to support the 
programs that work. We need to reduce 
bureaucracy. We need to increase flexi-
bility. We need to empower parents. 
There is an absolute tie between par-
ents who are involved and students 
who are successful. That is not based 
on the intellectual capacity of the stu-
dent. When the parent is involved, the 
student does better. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has elapsed. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
am going to yield the floor and suggest 
the absence of a quorum because I have 
two more speakers on our side. Until I 
hear they are not going to make it, I 
am going to reserve their time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the order for 
the quorum call be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask to be notified when we have 15 min-
utes left. I assume that will give me 
about 7 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will do so. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
would like to talk about what the 
President’s education plan does. The 
Democrats are claiming they have of-
fered more spending on education. In 
fact, the President has proposed an 
11.5-percent increase in overall edu-
cation spending for fiscal year 2002. 
This is an increase of $4.6 billion, to al-
most $54 billion next year. 

Included in this spending increase are 
key areas that we think will target the 
young people who need the help the 
most. It triples funding for children’s 
reading programs, because we know if a 
child cannot read at grade level, that is 
a child who is going to fail. There is no 
question about it. Time after time 
after time, when high school dropouts 
or junior high school dropouts have 
been talked to and listened to, the 
problem is they can’t read. Of course 
they are frustrated if they can’t read. 
Of course they miss the key points in a 
history lesson or geography lesson or a 
math lesson. If they can’t read, they 
don’t have a chance. So we are tar-
geting the spending increases at read-
ing programs at the very earliest level. 

That is why we want to test at the 
third grade level to see if a child is fall-
ing back at the third grade, because we 
can catch that child, we can save that 
child, if we can test at the third grade 
and give the child the extra help so he 
or she will have the chance to read at 
grade level and compete and absorb 
what is being given as their edu-
cational opportunities. 

A 30-percent increase is in this budg-
et for Hispanic-serving institutions and 
historically black colleges and univer-
sities. Those are two areas that are 
doing great work. I have worked very 
hard for Hispanic-serving institutions 
because I know if we put the money 
there and we give them the counseling 
they need in those universities, we will 
have good, productive citizens. Our 
high school dropout rate among His-
panics is the highest of any ethnic 
group in our country, and that is unac-
ceptable. So we want to go for the His-
panic-serving institutions and give 
them that extra help so they will be 
able to graduate their young people 
into the good jobs that are available in 
our country. 

The historically black colleges and 
universities do great service. I am 
going to give a graduation speech this 
weekend at Paul Quinn College, a his-
torically black college that is doing a 
wonderful job of educating young peo-
ple. They have a program at Paul 
Quinn College where the young men go 
out and mentor the high school stu-
dents in some of the disadvantaged 
areas of Dallas. It enriches both the 
student who is being mentored and the 
mentor himself. 

I see my colleague, Senator COLLINS, 
has arrived. I am going to ask her to 
talk about this subject because she is 
one of the leading Senate experts in 
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this education field. She is on the com-
mittee. She is making the contribu-
tions. She knows this bill, and she 
knows what it can do for public edu-
cation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, let me 
start by thanking my good friend and 
colleague from Texas for her kind com-
ments and for her leadership in this 
area. I have enjoyed working with her 
on a number of educational issues. We 
will be bringing one up later this week. 

No endeavor is more important to 
our Nation’s future than ensuring that 
all children receive a good education. 
In a real sense, the future of our coun-
try rests on the shoulders of our Na-
tion’s educators and depends upon the 
decisions we make today on how best 
to educate our leaders of tomorrow. I 
believe that this comprehensive edu-
cation reform bill may well be the 
most important legislation the Senate 
debates this year. I am hopeful that we 
will pass a bill that keeps the inspira-
tional promise made by President Bush 
‘‘to leave no child behind.’’ 

In many cases, education is the dif-
ference between prosperity and pov-
erty, hope and despair, dreams fulfilled 
and lost opportunities. Between Silicon 
Valley and Wall Street, many Ameri-
cans still live in the shadows of the 
new prosperity. Education is the best, 
perhaps the only way, to close the 
every-widening economic gap in Amer-
ica. Indeed, the economic gap in Amer-
ica is largely an education gap. And, 
education is the best way for us to 
stoke the fire of our nation’s economic 
engine. 

The President deserves tremendous 
credit for making education his top 
priority and for setting a goal that in-
spires us all. This should not be, and I 
hope will not be, a partisan debate, but 
rather a bipartisan discussion on how 
we can best achieve the goal of leaving 
no child behind. I am convinced that, 
working together, we can help states, 
communities, local school boards, edu-
cators, and parents improve our public 
schools significantly. 

The Better Education for Students 
and Teachers, or BEST, Act is an excel-
lent start. The BEST Act demands a 
great deal from all of us. It would re-
quire parents, teachers, principals, su-
perintendents, school board members, 
state legislators, governors, and federal 
officials to work together to ensure 
that our children reach high standards 
of academic excellence. It would give 
our schools more flexibility in spend-
ing federal funds while holding them 
accountable for what really counts: im-
proved student achievement. The legis-
lation requires schools to answer the 
fundamental question: ‘‘Are our chil-
dren learning?’’—rather than, ‘‘Was 
that federal paperwork completed cor-
rectly?’’ It changes the focus from pa-
perwork and process to results and ac-
countability. 

During the past four years, I have 
visited more than 60 schools all over 

the State of Maine, from Kittery at the 
southern tip, to Jackman in the west, 
Rockland on the coast, and Fort Kent 
in the north. I have seen firsthand the 
excellent work of Maine dedicated 
teachers. The quality of instruction 
taking place in Maine schools is im-
pressive, and it is producing results. 
Maine’s scores on national tests prove 
that our State’s public schools are 
among the best in the nation. More-
over, Maine’s public schools strive to 
provide a good education for all of our 
children regardless of their family in-
come or where they live in our State. 

A report issued last year by the 
Council of Chief State School Officers 
shows that, low-income students in 
Maine are performing nearly as well as 
the average of public school students in 
our state. Yet even in Maine, nearly 
one in four students has not acquired a 
level of literacy that is acceptable by 
most standards. Even in our strongest 
states, too many children are being left 
behind! 

Eighteen years ago, the landmark 
study, ‘‘A Nation at Risk,’’ warned of 
declining performance in American 
schools and turned the nation’s atten-
tion toward reforming public edu-
cation. 

Today, however, too many schools, 
particularly in our inner cities, con-
tinue to fail to provide a solid edu-
cation to their students. Although the 
United States spends more than $660 
billion a year on education, nearly 60 
percent of our low-income fourth grad-
ers cannot read at a basic level. 

The Federal Government takes a sec-
ondary role to States and communities 
in terms of funding and overseeing our 
public schools, and that is how it 
should be. The Federal role is, never-
theless, important, particularly for 
helping disadvantaged students. 

Unfortunately, Washington has not 
always been helpful, nor has it been 
successful in achieving that goal. After 
spending $125 billion of title I funding 
for disadvantaged students over 25 
years, there is little to suggest that we 
are making progress in narrowing the 
achievement gap. Fewer than a third of 
fourth graders can read at grade level. 
If you look more closely at test scores, 
over time, you will notice the better 
students improving their performance 
while the worse students are getting 
worse. You also see a persistent 
achievement gap between students 
from a disadvantaged families and 
their more affluent peers. Although 
title I was created to put economically 
challenged students on even ground 
with their peers, recent data from the 
National Assessment of Education 
Progress (NAEP) prove that the pro-
gram has not achieved the goal of nar-
rowing the gap in achievement. 

A state-by-state analysis of scores 
from the National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress, the only test to 
measure student achievement nation-
wide, reveals troubling statistics that 
should give us pause, and that should 
cause us to ask what we should do dif-

ferently. Many of us believe that more 
money and more resources are needed, 
but we can’t pour more money into a 
failed system. We need to increase the 
dollars, but we also need to demand 
change. 

For example, let’s look at the scores. 
There has been virtually no change 
since 1992 in fourth grade reading 
scores. As you can see from this chart, 
the line is flat despite the increase in 
expenditures over this 30-year period. 

The analysis found that only two 
states—Georgia and Massachusetts— 
reduced the gap between white stu-
dents and black or Hispanic students in 
fourth-grade math. No state did so in 
eighth grade, leaving gaps as wide as 56 
points in Washington, DC, and 35 
points in New Jersey. In reading, only 
Delaware reduced the gap. 

Overall, only 32% of fourth-graders 
were deemed to be ‘‘proficient’’ or bet-
ter in reading in 2000. Nearly four in 10 
students nationally continue to read 
below a basic level, meaning they have 
serious problems understanding even 
simple texts. 

Sixty-three percent of African-Amer-
ican fourth-graders, 60 percent of chil-
dren in poverty, and 47 percent of chil-
dren in urban schools fell ‘‘below 
basic’’ in their skills, meaning they 
have less than even a ‘‘partial mas-
tery’’ of the material. 

Again, look how flat these scores are, 
whether you are looking at the 4th 
graders, the 8th graders, or the 12th 
graders. This is the system that cries 
out for change. We have increased the 
amount of money we are spending. I 
support more investment in education. 
But we need to face the reality that 
what we have been doing in far too 
many cases has not been working. It 
has not focused on improving student 
achievement or on ensuring that every 
child gets a good education. 

The Federal Government has spent a 
great deal of money on education pro-
grams over the past 35 years without a 
great deal to show for it. These statis-
tics show that a new approach is need-
ed, and a part of that new approach 
needs to be an increased focus on read-
ing and literacy. 

These results are particularly dis-
tressing given that researchers in re-
cent years have reached a consensus on 
the best practices to teach reading. 
The research, however, has yet to find 
its way into many classrooms. 

This is one reason why the Reading 
First Initiative in S. 1 is so very impor-
tant. We need to put proven teaching 
methods into the hands of our edu-
cators. We know that if our classroom 
teachers are not offered extensive 
training in the area of literacy, then 
many of our children will not learn to 
read to the best of their ability. The 
Reading First Initiative makes profes-
sional development a top priority and 
it establishes an early reading inter-
vention program that, I believe, will 
make a real difference. 

I have worked extensively with the 
President and the Department of Edu-
cation in this area, and I am very 
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pleased with the results that we have 
come up with. Earlier this year, I in-
troduced the Early Reading Interven-
tion Act to address the urgent need to 
improve reading skills. The reading 
portion of the BEST Act is a synthesis 
of the President’s plan and my legisla-
tion. 

It simply does not make sense to test 
a child’s reading ability for the first 
time in third grade and discover the 
child’s reading skills are far below his 
or her peers, when, at that point, the 
chances of the student learning to read 
at grade level by the end of elementary 
school are less than 25 percent. Yet, 
that is what occurs far too often with 
far too many of our children. By con-
trast, if a child is tested and receives 
help in kindergarten or first grade, 
that child has a 90 to 95 percent chance 
of becoming a good reader. Since read-
ing is learned more easily and effec-
tively during the early grades, it 
makes sense to identify reading prob-
lems and language-based learning dis-
abilities early when intervention can 
make a difference. 

Our goal—the goal set forth by the 
President—must be for all students to 
read by the third grade. By achieving 
this goal, we can decrease the number 
of students who will need special edu-
cation and ensure that every child—all 
of our students—have the necessary 
tools to handle the curriculum in the 
future years. 

An investment of $5 billion to ensure 
that every child in America can read 
by the third grade is a serious and 
long-term commitment. It is a signifi-
cant first step toward improving our 
Nation’s failing report card for the best 
way to ensure that no child is left be-
hind is to ensure that every child 
knows how to read. 

I am also very pleased that the BEST 
Act contains the Rural Education Ini-
tiative, which I introduced with my 
colleagues, Senators CONRAD, GREGG, 
ENZI, HUTCHINSON, ROBERTS, DORGAN, 
BURNS, HAGEL, ALLARD, and THOMAS. 
This important legislation will give 
small rural school districts more flexi-
bility by allowing them to combine 
small, categorical grant programs into 
a single grant that can be used to tar-
get local needs. It will also provide 
these rural schools with supplemental 
funds to compensate them for their in-
ability to compete with larger school 
districts for a number of Federal edu-
cation grants. 

As I look forward to the important 
education debate ahead, I see great op-
portunity. I see a constructive debate 
not about whether the Federal Govern-
ment has a role to play in educating 
our youth but about how it can best 
promote excellence in all of our public 
schools and for all of our children. I see 
a President with a vision for how we 
can reshape and reinvigorate our edu-
cational system and a commitment to 
doing what it takes to help our stu-
dents succeed. And I see Senators, all 
of whom have listened to those who 
know best—our parents, our teachers, 

our school board members and our ad-
ministrators back home who have ideas 
on how to make the BEST Act even 
better. 

Now is the time for us to lay a new 
foundation for the education of Amer-
ica’s youth. It is time for us to seize 
this tremendous opportunity and to 
unite behind the inspiring goal the 
President has set forth of leaving no 
child behind. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

under the control of the majority has 
expired. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. The minority man-
ager has offered me 5 minutes of his 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Vermont is recog-

nized. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, first 

of all, I commend the Senator from 
Maine for not only her excellent pres-
entation but for her work on the com-
mittee. She is an invaluable member of 
our committee. I want to give her the 
accolades she deserves for what she has 
done to help us during this difficult 
time of trying to define how we can 
best improve the educational capacity 
of our Nation. 

Today, the Senate begins its consid-
eration of the Better Education for 
Students and Teachers Act. The BEST 
Act is an opportunity to combine our 
efforts with those of President Bush to 
guide the course of the No. 1 issue fac-
ing our Nation today: the education of 
our children. The BEST Act represents 
a bipartisan blueprint for meaningful 
education reform. We are putting for-
ward an elementary and secondary edu-
cation initiative that provides the nec-
essary tools for every child to receive a 
quality education. 

The BEST Act will strengthen ac-
countability across the board to im-
prove student performance, expand as-
sessment programs so that parents and 
schools will have an accurate measure-
ment of how well their children are 
learning, provide the funds necessary 
to prepare, recruit, and train highly 
qualified teachers, develop reading pro-
grams to ensure that all students will 
be able to read by the third grade, cre-
ate partnerships for States and colleges 
and universities to strengthen K–12 
math and science education, and pro-
vide for emerging technology activities 
that will boost student achievement. 

BEST builds upon current law and re-
quires States to create a single ac-
countability system which will provide 
the mechanisms for moving all stu-
dents toward proficiency. States must 
assess students in grades 3–8 annually 
in mathematics, reading and science. 
The results of these assessments will 
provide parents and the public an effec-
tive, highly visible measure of success 
and failure. Just as parents receive re-
port cards to see how their children are 
performing in school, they will now be 

able to get report cards to see how the 
school is performing for their children. 

If schools are not measuring up to 
the standards, BEST requires States, 
local education agencies, and schools 
to improve overall performance. These 
tough, new accountability standards 
are the cornerstone of BEST. 

BEST creates new programs to help 
our children learn to read at an early 
age. These programs are Reading First 
and Early Reading First. President 
Bush has set as a goal for the Nation 
that all students be proficient readers 
by the end of the third grade. This is 
critically important. An engineer will 
tell you that without a deep and strong 
foundation, you cannot build a tower. 
An educator will tell you that without 
strong and deeply rooted reading skills, 
you cannot reach a high academic 
level. Young students who cannot 
read—with speed, accuracy and under-
standing—are likely to fall further be-
hind from their peers in reading ability 
and in all other subjects. Research has 
proven that the sills which make learn-
ing to read possible develop at a much 
earlier age. The Early Reading First 
demonstration program in BEST will 
provide preschool-age children who are 
3 and 4 years old with the opportunity 
to gain the important language and 
pre-literacy skills identified by rig-
orous research. 

BEST also recognizes that an invest-
ment in better teachers is an invest-
ment in our Nation’s young people. 
Children can make greater academic 
gains if they have a knowledgeable and 
caring teacher leading their classroom. 
The bill takes a flexible approach that 
allows States and educational agencies 
to adopt successful models that will 
best meet their needs. Previous pro-
grams are combined to lessen the bur-
den on schools and States. BEST puts 
an emphasis on innovative professional 
development program to maximize op-
portunities for teachers. At the same 
time, the bill requires professional de-
velopment to be tied to effective strat-
egies for increasing teacher perform-
ance and student achievement. BEST 
demands strong accountability in com-
bination with effective approaches to 
get the best from our teachers and stu-
dents. 

Student achievement in the United 
States has fallen behind many other 
countries in the areas of math and 
science. BEST includes important new 
initiatives designed to improve upon 
performance here. 

An enormous improvement in math 
and science education at the K through 
12 level is necessary if today’s students 
want good jobs and the U.S. wants to 
stay competitive in the world econ-
omy. If American students are not pre-
pared to fill high-tech jobs that require 
advanced math and science skills, then 
those jobs will go elsewhere or people 
will come from other countries to fill 
them. To achieve this, BEST will allow 
for the establishment of math and 
science partnerships between institu-
tions of higher learning, States, and 
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school districts. These partnerships 
will help our teachers become more ef-
fective, improve student achievement, 
and help keep our economy strong and 
vital. 

BEST will also provide assistance to 
help eliminate the digital divide in the 
nation’s schools. It is very important 
that we not separate technology from 
learning. Technology must not be used 
for it’s own sake. Technology must be 
used to improve student outcomes. 
BEST contains strong accountability 
provisions to ensure that this occurs. 

We are faced with an opportunity to 
do what is right for the children of our 
country. We have a chance to improve 
their education, and to improve their 
lives. This bill increases accountability 
in the education delivery system on all 
fronts. It provides strong new assess-
ments to ensure that all of our children 
are well served by their schools. It au-
thorizes the necessary resources re-
quired to have first rate educational 
opportunities available to all children 
in this nation. 

Mr. President, we are starting today 
on bringing forward the President’s 
proposal which is the cornerstone of 
the future of this Nation’s ability to 
improve its education. I praise the 
President for bringing this very excel-
lent bill forward. We have worked hard 
on it on the committee. I am confident 
we will pass it and that it will become 
law. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
VOINOVICH). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I ask unanimous 
consent that I be allowed to speak 
until someone from the Democratic 
side comes to reclaim their time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
the committee that is going to bring 
forth the education bill. I am very opti-
mistic we are going to have a bill. I 
thank him for working so hard in a 
very bipartisan way to produce a bill. 
The reforms are pretty well agreed to. 
Both Republicans and Democrats in 
the Senate are coming together to say: 
We need a change. Business as usual in 
our education system is not going to 
cut it anymore. There are too many 
children falling behind and nobody in 
this country wants that to happen. 
Every one of us knows our democracy 
depends on a well-educated populace. 

Most people would agree that the 
variations in the standards of our pub-
lic schools across the country mean we 
are not succeeding in the mandate for 
a quality public education system. 
That is why Chairman JEFFORDS and 
Senator KENNEDY, Senator COLLINS, 

Senator FRIST, Senator GREGG, Sen-
ator HUTCHINSON of Arkansas, Senator 
SESSIONS of Alabama, and Senator ENZI 
have worked so hard to make sure this 
bill does not fall by the wayside. 

I am a little frustrated that it has 
taken so long to get this bill to the 
floor. After all, this is a bill we have 
debated before. We actually debated it 
last session. It was not passed. We are 
back again. Surely there are divisions, 
but let’s get the divisions out there. 
Let’s get them out there. Let’s make 
the decisions and let’s reform public 
education so that every child in our 
country will have the opportunity to 
reach his or her full potential with a 
public education. That is our goal. 

Mr. President, I ask the Senator from 
Oregon if his State has a testing pro-
gram with accountability that would 
be something we would want to have as 
a nation. Has he had experience with 
accountability in the State of Oregon? 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
we do have testing. I do not think it is 
on the scale that we are contemplating 
in this bill. 

What I hear, as I travel the State of 
Oregon, over and over again from par-
ents is: We would like to give more re-
sources to education. We would like 
more accountability for that. We would 
like better results for that. 

I commend the Senator from Texas 
and others on the committee, Senator 
COLLINS, and our friends on the Demo-
cratic side who are focusing on some 
very significant reforms in this bill. If 
I can cut through the arguments I am 
hearing, as I have listened and presided 
today, often we tend to confuse what 
we are about, whether we are about de-
veloping a system of employment for 
adults or whether we are about devel-
oping a system for educating children. 
If we can keep the focus on educating 
children, there are all kinds of things 
that become possible in terms of test-
ing, not just kids but teachers as well, 
to make sure we are delivering results, 
that we are giving parents more 
choices so we give their children more 
chances. 

In a nutshell, that is what I want to 
vote for: more resources but also more 
reform. If we do that, the American 
people will look at our work as Repub-
licans and Democrats and thank us for 
generations to come. There is not a 
single thing we could do more signifi-
cantly for the future of our country, 
for the parents and their children, than 
to provide more resources and to de-
mand more reform. We keep our stew-
ardship then. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the Sen-
ator from Oregon. That is why Presi-
dent Bush has worked so hard to make 
this a priority to say that there is 
nothing more important we can do 
than to provide a quality public edu-
cation for every one of the young peo-
ple in our country. 

I ask the Senator from Oregon if he 
would like the floor. If so, I am happy 
to yield. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I gave my speech because of the ques-

tion of the Senator from Texas. I thank 
her for that opportunity. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the Sen-
ator from Oregon. I am pleased that he, 
too, is committed to reform. All of us 
know that if we are going to give every 
child a chance, we are going to have to 
make some changes. And some of those 
are going to be hard changes, there is 
no question about it. 

Some of the people who are in the 
system today don’t want testing. They 
don’t like testing. I can understand 
that. But what is the alternative to ac-
countability? What is the alternative 
to finding out what is wrong in our sys-
tem? 

If we can’t admit that we have some 
weaknesses in the system and try to 
correct them, we will never get any 
better. What we want to do is find the 
weaknesses in the system and correct 
them while there is still a chance. 

Let’s correct the reading weaknesses 
in the third grade rather than in junior 
high school because we will have wast-
ed years if we are not able to give a 
child a chance with the full capability 
to read in the third grade. Instead, if 
we wait until junior high school, we 
have wasted 6 years—6 years. Why 
would we do that? 

It is time to take the bold steps. The 
President has asked us to do so. We 
have a bipartisan, general consensus in 
Congress, and I think it is time for us 
to act. I don’t see any reason to start 
saying, well, if we amend one bill, then 
maybe we are going to have a sub-
stitute and what would that do to the 
amendment? Come on, can’t we figure 
that out? Can’t we say that all of the 
amendments passed by this Senate will 
go on to the final bill after the amend-
ments are made, and if there is a sub-
stitute, they would go to that sub-
stitute? That is not rocket science. If 
we can’t figure that out, then we have 
no business being here. 

So I think it is time for us to act. We 
are wasting time. We have been talking 
about going to the education bill now 
for a week and 2 days. We are going to 
lose another day today if we don’t start 
immediately to actually debate this 
bill. I hope that we will do that. 

I want to outline a few more of the 
points of the bill, and I think this is a 
very important one. The plan is going 
to allow students who are trapped in 
failing schools to leave those schools 
by using title I funds to transfer to a 
higher performing public school or a 
private school if that is passed. I would 
like to see that because I want a parent 
to have all of the options. I don’t want 
only parents who can afford private 
schools for their children to have the 
best. I want every parent to have the 
best. What could be more frustrating 
for a parent than to see their child in 
a school that is not performing and 
know that that child is never going to 
have the full chance in life and the par-
ent can’t change the school because the 
parent can’t afford a private school or 
a parochial school. Why would we do 
that? We have the alternative. 
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In addition, education savings ac-

counts will be increased to $5,000 and 
expanded from K through 12, not just 
college anymore. 

We also include additional dollars for 
States to use to control violence and 
other crimes in schools because there 
is no doubt that in our country, if chil-
dren are not safe and secure in their 
schools, they are not going to have the 
optimum learning environment. No 
doubt about it, they must have secure 
schools and drug-free schools. 

Parents will be given a greater flexi-
bility for their child’s best interest. 
School districts will be given greater 
flexibility. This will be accomplished 
by decreasing administrative costs and 
paperwork. When I do townhall meet-
ings in my State, teachers come in and 
say: Get rid of the paperwork. Let me 
teach. Let me spend my time with the 
students finding out what they need 
and helping them learn. 

One teacher came to a townhall 
meeting that I had with a stack of pa-
pers this big and said that is what she 
had been working on all week. Instead 
of being in the classroom or counseling 
children after class, she was filling out 
forms this thick. That is not what is 
going to improve public education. It is 
the attention a teacher can give to 
children, to assess what their weak-
nesses are and bring them up to speed. 

We are going to provide technology 
assistance, and math and science in-
struction will be reemphasized, as well 
as basic literacy. Partnerships between 
schools and higher education institu-
tions will be encouraged, and new Fed-
eral initiatives such as Reading First K 
through 12, and Early Reading First 
Preschool will offer States incentives 
to implement rigorous literacy edu-
cation. 

We have solved a problem in my 
home State of Texas. The University of 
North Texas has an accelerated math 
course for high school math prodigies, 
so that high school students with math 
aptitude can go to the University of 
North Texas and take college courses 
and get their high school degree with 
accelerated capabilities to go into col-
lege. This is so that you don’t hold 
back the students who are already be-
yond high school competency. You give 
the child a chance to grow at his or her 
level and competency capability. It is 
quite exciting. I would love to see that 
happen all over our country, where an 
innovative, higher education institu-
tion would offer programs for high 
school students. I hope we will be able 
to encourage that by passing the bill 
that is before us. 

We are also going to try to help 
teachers help themselves. They deserve 
recognition and assistance. The Presi-
dent’s plan will allow teachers to make 
tax deductions of up to $400 to help de-
fray costs associated with out-of-pock-
et classroom expenses. I don’t know a 
teacher that doesn’t spend money from 
his or her own pocket to try to help the 
child get the tools the child needs in 
class, the crayons, or a ruler, or a tab-

let to write on, because the child comes 
to school without the proper school 
supplies. Many times, the child’s fam-
ily doesn’t have the money for the 
school supplies. The teacher digs in her 
pocket and puts the money out and 
buys the supplies for the kids. That 
teacher does it because that teacher is 
dedicated. But we want to help defray 
those out-of-pocket costs. We want to 
give those young people the oppor-
tunity to have everything they need 
but not at the personal expense of the 
teachers. We don’t pay teachers enough 
for the work they do anyway. The last 
thing we should expect is for them to 
defray the cost of their young people’s 
school supplies out of their own pock-
etbooks. 

Mr. President, as I close today, I 
want to say that there is nothing more 
important that we will do in this ses-
sion of Congress than to reform public 
education, to make sure that public 
education gives every child the oppor-
tunity to reach his or her full poten-
tial. Yes, we think private schools are 
great and, yes, parochial schools are 
great, and they are a part of the option 
that a parent might have. But what we 
are responsible for is to make sure that 
every child has access to a public edu-
cation that is quality and that com-
petes with any other school in the 
world. That is what will keep our de-
mocracy strong, and that is what will 
fulfill our responsibility as Members of 
the U.S. Senate. 

I can’t wait to get to this bill because 
I have some amendments I want to 
offer that would provide creativity for 
our school districts, that would try to 
encourage more people to come into 
the classroom with expertise in an 
area—maybe not a teaching degree but 
someone with an expertise. I want to 
offer single-sex school classes in public 
schools as another option, which is now 
available in private schools but not in 
public schools to any great degree. I 
am going to talk about those amend-
ments later. 

I want to get on to this bill so that 
we can pass these reforms and so that 
the next school year that starts in Sep-
tember will be a school year that is dif-
ferent from the past 25 years and will 
have more options and more creativity 
and more capabilities for the young 
people of our country to excel. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I join 

my colleague in entreating to get this 
bill moving. I am proud to serve on the 
committee. It is badly needed. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I respond to the 
Senator from Virginia and mention 
that he, as a very senior member of the 
Senate, asked to go on the Education 
Committee because of his interest in 
improving our public schools. I appre-
ciate he made that a priority. His con-
tribution is very much one that has 
helped this process this year. 

Mr. WARNER. If I may say to my 
colleague, at the time our conference 
was allocating that last seat, I knew of 
the interest of the Senator from Texas. 

She extended to this Senator certain 
courtesies I shall not forget, enabling 
me to have that as my third com-
mittee. I thank the Senator. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent there now be a pe-
riod of morning business with Senators 
permitted to speak up to 10 minutes 
each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

BOB KERREY, DISTINGUISHED 
OFFICER 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ad-
dress the Senate with regard to Sen-
ator Bob Kerrey. I do this out of, first, 
a sense of duty. I was Under Secretary 
of the Navy beginning in February 1969, 
together with our most beloved and 
distinguished former colleague who sat 
behind me many years, Senator Chafee, 
who was the Secretary. Senator Chafee 
and I, then Secretary of the Navy and 
Under Secretary WARNER, were a very 
close working team. I have searched 
my mind many times as to what he 
would say were he here today. I think 
I can safely represent to the Senate 
that my remarks today would be very 
close to, if not exactly, what my dear 
friend, our former Senator and former 
Secretary of the Navy, would have said 
about our colleague, Bob Kerrey, this 
distinguished officer of the U.S. Navy. 

I came to know him in the many 
years we served together in the Senate. 
We often sat together on the floor. I re-
member distinctly going over to his 
side of the aisle. We reflected on those 
days together of Vietnam. He shared 
with me some very personal insights 
with regard to that conflict and how 
they affected his life. 

I am also very respectful of Senators 
MCCAIN, CLELAND, HAGEL, and JOHN 
KERRY. I have, likewise, had the ben-
efit of listening to them and sharing 
with them my recollections of that in-
credible period of American history. I 
served in the Pentagon beginning in 
February 1969, leaving in 1974, for 5 
years plus a few months during some of 
the most intense periods of that con-
flict. I visited Vietnam on occasions, as 
did Secretary of the Navy Chafee, and 
then when I became Secretary of the 
Navy, succeeding Chafee, of course, my 
visits continued. I have been on the fire 
bases, in the hospitals, where the 
wounded were brought back. 

I remember one story, the former 
Commandant of the Marine Corps, Gen-
eral Krulak, came to see me just before 
his confirmation to review various pro-
cedural matters with regard to his con-
firmation. We were there with General 
Mundy. He was then Commandant of 
the Marine Corps. We spent an hour to-
gether in a very thorough analysis of 
his background. I was doing it on be-
half of then-Chairman STROM THUR-
MOND. General Krulak got up to leave. 
This is a moment I shall never forget 
in my career as a Senator. 
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